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ABSTRACT
The purpose o f this study was to examine differences in students’ reading self- 
efficacy, students’ personal perceptions o f the learning environment, and change in 
reading level across instructional programs. In addition, the study explores the 
relationship between students’ personal perceptions of the learning environment as 
measured by the My Class Inventory-Short Personal Form (MCI-SPF) and student 
reading self-efficacy as measured by the Reader Self-Perception Scale (RSPS).
Analyses showed that: 1) Students in the Success for All (SFA) reading program 
exhibited higher levels o f general reading self-efficacy than did students in the 
language-based comparison group, 2) Students in the SFA instructional program felt 
more positive about their performance than did students in the language-based 
comparison group, 3) Students participating in the SFA instructional program were 
more likely to describe the social feedback received more positively than students 
participating in the language-based comparison group.
With respect to reading levels the analyses indicated that change in students’ 
reading levels as measured by the Developmental Reading Assessment (DRA) was not 
significantly different between the two programs. Also, the relationship between 
changes in students’ reading levels as measured by the DRA and student self-efficacy as 
measured by the RSPS is weak and manifests itself only within the RSPS- Progress 
subscale.
In addition, analyses suggested that students with high subscale scores on MCI- 
SPF Satisfaction and MCI-SPF Difficulty subscales were more likely to be members o f
vii
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the language-based instructional program. The relationship between students’ personal 
perceptions o f the learning environment as measured by the MCI-SPF and student 
reading self-efficacy as measured by the RSPS is weak and manifests iteself as a 
positive relationship between the MCI-SPF Satisfaction subscale and the RSPS- 
Physiological State subscale, and as a negative relationship between the MCI-SPF 
Difficulty subscale and the RSPS-Physiological State subscale.
This repeated pattern o f findings across instructional programs suggests that 
specific components of an instructional program in reading may exert a certain degree 
o f influence on student self-efficacy toward reading. The findings suggest the need for 
additional research to identify which components of instructional programs are most 
instrumental in contributing to the formation o f high reading self-efficacy and positive 
perceptions o f the learning environment.
viii
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CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION 
Overview
The number of elementary students considered “at-risk” in the United States 
continues to rise (McLaughlin, 1990). In addition, data contained in the NAEP Reading 
Report Card indicates that there has been no significant change in the percentage of 
U.S. students achieving basic, proficient, or advanced reading levels during the period 
from 1994-1998 (U.S. Dept o f Education, 1998). In addition, African American 
students continue to perform poorly in reading when compared to their Caucasian 
counterparts at the same grade levels. Facilitating the educational achievement o f this 
ever increasing “at-risk” student population is a national priority as educators continue 
to search for the “right” combination o f curricular elements to maximize the learning 
potential o f these students. Many components contribute to a child’s academic success 
or failure including socioeconomic factors, environmental factors, genetic factors, and 
early learning experiences. However, research points to the failure to learn to read 
successfully as the beginning o f a continuous academic downward spiral for many “at- 
risk” children (Slavin, Madden, Karweit, Dolan, Wasik, Ross, & Smith, 1994).
For this reason, educational research continues to focus on identifying the 
components essential for reading success and the methods o f classroom instruction 
most instrumental in facilitating the development of successful literacy behaviors in 
beginning readers. Thus far, the components identified as contributors to successful 
literacy learning are many and varied. While the use o f specific reading skills and 
strategies are important, a positive classroom learning environment and positive student
1
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attitudes toward reading also play a significant role in the development o f good readers 
in that these factors affect student motivation. Only recently has research begun to 
acknowledge and investigate the importance o f  these affective variables in the process 
o f learning to read and write. Initial research (Ellett & Walberg, 1979; Kelly, 1980; 
Schunk, 1994; Shell, Colvin, & Bruning, 1995; Shell, Murphy, & Bruning, 1989; 
Talmage & Walberg, 1978) identifies student self-efficacy toward reading and student 
perceptions o f the classroom learning environment as key affective components o f the 
reading process.
Student Self-Efficacv 
Self-efficacy directly exerts influence on the reading process by affecting 
students’ cognitive processes including skill utilization, perceived ability (Wood & 
Bandura, 1989), and perceived controllability' (Bandura & Wood, 1989). In addition, 
self-efficacy indirectly impacts the reading process through the effect of teacher self- 
efficacy and the learning environment (Ashton & Webb, 1986; Gibson & Dembo, 1984; 
Woolfolk & Hoy, 1990).
Bandura (1995, p. 2) describes self efficacy as “beliefs in one’s capabilities to 
organize and execute the courses o f action required to manage prospective situations. ” 
Additionally, Bandura suggests that student self-efficacy plays a key role in the self­
regulation of motivation. Students form beliefs about what they can and cannot do and 
this, in turn, affects their motivation. Self-efficacy beliefs toward a task influence the 
goals that students set for themselves, how much effort they will expend, and how long 
they will persevere when experiencing difficulties, and how strong their resilience to
2
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failure will be. Therefore, a student’s self-efficacy toward reading strongly influences 
the amount of time a  student spends reading, as well as the effort put forth. In addition, 
a student’s self-efficacy toward reading is a primary determinant in how long the 
student will persevere when difficulties are encountered in decoding or comprehending 
the text, both factors strongly related to successful reading achievement.
Integral to the formation of self-efficacy is the process by which students form 
estimations regarding their capabilities with respect to a specific task. When estimating 
their capabilities, research findings (Henk & Melnick, 1998, 1995) suggest that students 
consider four basic factors when estimating their capabilities: (1) performance from the 
perspective of success or failure, amount of assistance required, persistence required, 
and their belief in the effectiveness of instruction, (2) observational comparison with 
classmates performing the same task, (3) social feedback in the form of direct and 
indirect input from teachers and peers, and (4) physiological states in the form of 
internal feelings manifested in physical conditions such as sweaty palms or “butterflies 
in the stomach.” The research findings to date also have implications for the learning 
environment, as well as for teacher characteristics and behavior. As students are 
continually estimating their capabilities based on observation o f peers performing 
similar tasks and teacher or student feedback, it is important that students not view their 
performance as substandard when compared to that o f  their peers and that both peer 
and teacher feedback be positively framed (Bandura & Jourden, 1991).
In response to these findings, Bandura (1993) advocates a redefined purpose for 
education with self-efficacy at the core. He proposes that, “A major goal of formal
3
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education should be to equip students with the intellectual tools, self-beliefs, and self- 
regulatory capabilities to educate themselves throughout their lifetime (p. 136).” 
Additionally, Schunk (1990) cautions that some product-oriented instructional practices 
used to develop skill mastery may actually convey a lack of ability to the students, 
which in turn, can undermine motivation and self-efficacy. To motivate students 
toward lifelong literacy, Bandura (1989) believes that two primary components must be 
present in the classroom. First, educators should teach the cognitive skills necessary for 
students to learn. Second, and perhaps most important, educators must also strive to 
enhance student self-efficacy to facilitate the successful use o f  students’ cognitive 
skills.
To date, reading research has resulted in an endless array of instructional 
methods designed to teach students to read. Each method utilizes a combination, in 
varying degrees, of those components identified as necessary for the development of 
successful readers. In addition, each instructional method promotes itself as the panacea 
for "at-risk” students. However, even though research findings emphasize the 
importance o f self-efficacy, little attention has been given to the impact o f these 
instructional methods on student self-efficacy toward reading. This study explores the 
void in the research by examining two currently popular instructional programs in 
reading to ascertain if significant differences in student self-efficacy toward reading 
exist across programs and to explore the nature o f these differences.
4
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Student Perceptions o f the Learning Environment 
Each day, students spend the majority o f their waking hours in school. Estimates by 
Jackson (1968) suggest that students will spend approximately 7,000 hours by the end 
of primary school. Therefore, students’ reactions and perceptions o f what takes place at 
school is significant (Fraser, 1992, 1986). With theoretical origins rooted in Lewin’s 
(1935, 1936) assertion that the environment and its interaction with personal 
characteristics is integral in determining human behavior and in Bandura’s concept of 
reciprocal determinism, the study o f learning environments focuses on the psychosocial 
structure o f  educational environments.
Over the last thirty years, the role o f the classroom environment and its 
influence on cognitive and affective outcomes of students has been extensively 
researched. Theoretically, research on classroom learning environments, rooted in 
social cognition, postulates that how students perceive and react to learning tasks may 
be as important or more important in influencing student outcomes than the observed 
quality o f the teaching behaviors (Fraser, 1998; Knight & Waxman, 1991; Wittrock, 
1986). Reciprocal determinism, as defined by Bandura (1986) contributes significantly 
to the theoretical underpinnings o f classroom environment research. The concept o f 
reciprocal determinism asserts that a constant interaction exists between the person, the 
environment, and the behavior. In addition, Bandura (1986) also proposes that by acting 
in certain ways, an individual can influence changes in the environment and, in turn, the 
changed environment influences the individual’s behavior. Therefore, this fluid
5
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dynamic between student and environment serves as either the inhibitor or the catalyst 
for desired student outcomes.
In his landmark work, Moos (1980) proposed a unifying conceptual framework 
representing the various determinants o f the classroom learning environment. The 
model focuses on interrelationships among four specific environmental factors: 
Structure and Organization, Cognitive Processes, Student Characteristics and Teacher 
Characteristics. In the model, the quality o f the classroom environment is a function of 
the interaction between the four environmental variables. This representation o f the 
classroom learning environment via these four domains serves as the conceptual 
foundation for numerous instruments used to assess classroom learning environments, 
including the My Class Inventory (MCI) (Fraser, Anderson & Walberg, 1982).
To date, classroom environment research has focused on the following: (1) the 
associations between student outcomes and classroom environment, (2) the use of 
classroom environment dimensions as criterion variables to evaluate curriculum and to 
investigate differences between teacher and student perceptions, and (3) investigations 
of whether students achieve better when in their preferred environment (Fraser, 1992). 
The bulk o f previous research focused on associations between student outcomes and 
the classroom environment. Results o f these early studies suggest that perceptions of 
the learning environment result ffom both teacher-student and student-student 
interactions (Ellett, Hill, Liu, Loup, & Lakshmanan, 1997). The interactions between 
the teacher and other students in the class result in the formation o f personal 
perceptions of the learning environment which can then be combined to obtain the
6
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
shared view that students in a class hold about their learning environment (Fraser,
1986). Research (Fraser, 1986,1992; KaufinanAgard, and Semmel, 1985; Loup, Ellett, 
Chavin, Lofton, Hill & Evans, 1993) also suggests that student perceptions o f the 
learning environment are linked to teacher characteristics and teaching behaviors, and 
more importantly, to academic achievement, [n addition, meta-analysis o f  previous 
studies of classroom learning environments conducted by Haertel, Walberg, and Haertel 
(1981) suggest that higher achievement, as measured by a variety of outcomes, occurs 
consistently in classes perceived as having greater Cohesiveness, Satisfaction, and Goal 
Direction, and less Disorganization and Friction. To expand on the prior research, this 
study explores the personal perceptions of the learning environment o f students within 
the instructional framework of their reading class to ascertain if differences in student 
perceptions exist between methods of instruction and to determine the nature of any 
differences found.
Statement o f the Problem 
The body of research defining and relating student self-efficacy and student 
perceptions of the learning environment to student achievement continue to grow. 
However, the transfer from theory to practice has been slow. Research, to date, has 
focused on defining and exploring the extent and nature of the relationships between 
student self-efficacy, student perceptions, and student achievement. Little attention has 
been given to the impact o f specific instructional programs on student self-efficacy 
toward reading, student perceptions of the learning environment, and student 
achievement in actual classroom settings. Also, no studies have examined academic
7
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self-efficacy, student perceptions o f the learning environment, and student outcomes 
simultaneously within the context o f specific instructional programs in reading. This 
study addresses the void in the current research by exploring the differences in student 
self-efficacy toward reading, student perceptions o f the learning environment, and the 
reading proficiency o f  students participating in two specific reading programs within 
the context o f actual classroom settings.
In addition, numerous studies have explored and established the relationship 
between academic self-efficacy and standardized achievement outcomes such as scores 
on the California Achievement Test (CAT) or Iowa Test o f Basic Skills (ITSB). 
However, to date, no studies are known that have attempted to ascertain the relationship 
between academic self-efficacy and student outcomes as measured by a performance 
based assessment such as the Developmental Reading Assessment (DRA). A significant 
contribution of the study is to broaden our understanding of the relationship between 
self-efficacy toward reading and student outcomes in reading as measured by a 
performance-based assessment.
Purpose o f the Study 
The purpose o f  this study was to explore the relationships between students’ 
self-efficacy toward reading, students’ personal perceptions of the learning 
environment, and changes in students’ reading levels over the course of an academic 
year across two specific instructional programs in reading. The study was exploratory in 
nature and its purpose was four-fold. First, student self-efficacy toward reading and 
student perceptions o f  the learning environment was measured in both groups to
8
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determine if statistically significant differences in these variables exist between the 
groups. Second, an analysis o f the participants' sub-scale responses was conducted on 
the self-efficacy and the learning environment instruments for all participants in each 
instructional program in an attempt to explain the nature of any differences that may 
exist. Third, students’ reading levels were measured in both groups using test-retest to 
determine if statistically significant differences in the change in reading levels existed 
between groups. Fourth, the relationship between students’ self-efficacy toward reading 
and reading level as measured by the Reader Self-Perception Scale (RSPS) and the 
Developmental Reading Assessment (DRA) was examined. Finally, the relationship 
between student self-efficacy scores on the RSPS and student measures of the learning 
environment, as indicated by scores on the My Class Inventory-Short Personal Form 
(MCI-SPF)(Dellinger, Daniel, Flinson, 2000).
Significance o f the Study 
The study is significant and important from a number o f theoretical and 
practical perspectives. Theoretically, the research contributes to efficacy theory by 
demonstrating that widely used instructional methods may vary in the extent to which 
they facilitate high self-efficacy in students. To date, no known studies have explored 
actual instructional programs to determine if  statistically significant differences in 
academic self-efficacy exist between programs. In addition, the study supports previous 
research findings suggesting that specific instructional strategies embedded within an 
instructional program may facilitate the formation of high self-efficacy in students. 
Finally, the study also examines the nature o f the relationship between student self-
9
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efficacy toward reading as measured by the Reading Self-Perception Scale (RSPS) and 
the Developmental Reading Assessment (DRA). To date, self-efficacy data has been 
correlated only to standardized measures of student achievement such as the California 
Achievement Test and the IOWA Test o f Basic Skills and not to performance 
assessments such as the Developmental Reading Assessment. Currently, the assessment 
reform movement in education is focusing on a shift toward performance-based 
assessments and away from multiple-choice, norm-referenced tests. This shift is based 
on the assumption that performance assessments are more pedagogically valuable and 
more accurate reflections of student achievement than multiple choice tests (Khattri, 
Reeve, & Kane, 1998). The assessment reform movement postulates that: (1) 
performance assessments better facilitate and support the learning of problem solving 
skills and critical thinking skills which are essential for increasing student achievement, 
(2) assessment o f student performance against established standards is superior over 
assessment o f performance against group norms, and (3) performance assessments 
provide better measures of students’ strengths and weaknesses than do multiple choice 
tests (Khattri, Reeve, & Kane, 1998). The use o f the Developmental Reading 
Assessment in this study was an attempt to expand research in the areas of self-efficacy 
and learning environments to include performance assessment.
The research contributed to the study of learning environments by determining 
the nature of the differences in student perceptions among students participating in two 
distinctly different reading programs and by exploring the link between student self-
10
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efficacy and student perceptions o f the learning environment. No previous studies have 
examined the relationship between these two constructs.
From a policy making perspective, the research provided information as to how 
instructional programs can be evaluated with respect to their impact on student self- 
efficacy and student perceptions o f the learning environment. This information can 
assist educators in designing programs o f instruction to include components that 
facilitate the formation of high self-efficacy and that fosters the formation of positive 
perceptions o f  the learning environment in students, which in turn, will ultimately be 
reflected in educational outcomes (Fraser 1998, 1992).
Study Variables 
Conceptual and Operational Definitions 
This section presents conceptual and operational definitions o f the independent 
and dependent variables in the study. First, conceptual definitions are presented, 
followed by operational definitions for the variables in the study. The instruments used 
in the study are included in Appendix A.
Independent Variables 
Instructional Program. In this study, an instructional program was defined as the 
delivery system or a structured plan used by classroom teachers to implement reading 
instruction (Cheek, Flippo, & Lindsey, 1989). The instructional programs examined in 
this study are Success for All™ (SFA) and literature based whole-language instruction 
utilizing an instructional framework developed by the University of Louisiana- 
Hammond (language-based).
1 1
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Dependent Variables
Student Self-Efficacv Toward Reading. Self-efficacy was defined as beliefs in 
one’s capabilities to organize and execute the courses o f action required to manage 
prospective situations (Bandura, 1995, p. 2). Student self-efficacy toward reading was 
operationalized in this study by student scores on the Reader Self-Perception Scale 
(RSPS) (Henk & Melnick, 1995).
Student Perceptions of the Learning Environment. Student perceptions of the 
learning environment were defined as the psychosocial structure o f educational 
environment, as perceived by the student, that results from teacher-student and student- 
student interactions within the context o f instruction. Student perceptions of the 
learning environment were operationalized in this study by student scores on subscaies 
of the MCI-SPF (Daniel, Dellinger, Hinson, 2000).
Reading Level. For the purposes o f this study, a student’s reading level was 
defined as the student’s independent reading level. A student’s independent level was 
defined as the level at which the student correctly pronounces 90 percent o f the words 
contained in a graded passage and correctly answers 75 percent o f the comprehension 
questions associated with that same graded passage (Beaver, 1997). The 
Developmental Reading Assessment (DRA) was used to determine the independent 
reading level o f  students (Beaver, 1997).
Hypotheses
The following primary and secondary hypotheses guided the study. The first 
three hypotheses focused on changes in the dependent variables for both groups.
12
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Subsequent primary and secondary hypotheses served to provide further insight into the 
nature of the influence exerted by instructional programs on student self-efficacy, 
student perceptions o f the learning environment and student reading level. Each 
hypothesis is followed by a brief conceptual rationale.
Primary Hypotheses 
Primary Hypothesis 1. Students in grades two and three participating in the SFA 
reading program will show greater statistically significant positive differences in 
student reading self-efficacy as measured by the RSPS than those students participating 
in the language-based comparison group.
Observing individuals similar to themselves succeed at a task raises the 
observer’s belief that he, too, is capable o f success at the task (Bandura, 1995; 1986). 
The reverse situation also prevails in that observing individuals similar to them 
repeatedly fail at a task, even with high effort, lowers the observer’s self-efficacy 
(Bandura, 1986). The impact of the vicarious experiences is influenced strongly by 
perceived likeness to the model. The stronger the perceived likeness, then the stronger 
the effect (Bandura, 1995).
In addition, research (Schunk, 1998,1989, 1985, 1983) suggests also that certain 
classroom activities such as allowing students to set learning goals, providing 
attributional feedback, rewards, models, and strategy instruction all have the potential 
to increase student self-efficacy toward specific learning tasks. The instructional 
programs serving as independent variables in the proposed study vary primarily in the
13
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type of student grouping utilized and in the extent and nature of strategy instruction. 
Thus, it seems likely that differences in student self-efficacy toward reading exist. To 
date, studies have yet to examine instructional programs in reading for their potential 
impact on student self-efficacy toward reading within actual classroom settings.
Primary Hypothesis 2. Students participating in the Success for All™ reading 
program will exhibit larger statistically significant positive pre-test/post-test changes in 
students’ reading level as measured by the DRA than students in the comparison group.
Previous research (Slavin, et. al, 1994; Slavin, Madden, Karweit, Livermon & 
Dolan, 1990) reported that in comparison to a matched control group participating in a 
basal reading program, Success for All™ students had much higher reading scores on 
standardized tests of reading achievement. However, to date, no independent studies 
have compared student achievement in reading between Success for All™ students and 
students participating in a literature-based whole language program structured like that 
designed by the University o f Louisiana-Hammond.
In addition, the two instructional programs examined in the study have 
particular relevance from a policy perspective within the state of Louisiana. The two 
programs have been extensively adopted by school systems throughout the state. Such 
curriculum changes, especially in the case of Success for All™, often represent large 
expenditures for school boards with limited funds. Often these expenditures result in 
cutbacks in other areas o f the operating budget. Therefore, it is important from a policy
14
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perspective to determine the effect of these instructional programs on reading 
achievement of students to insure the most effective allocation o f  funds.
Primary Hypothesis 3. Statistically significant differences in students’ personal 
perceptions of the learning environment as measured by the MCI-SPF will exist 
between the two instructional programs.
Research (Fraser & Walberg, 1981; Walberg,1976) has shown that student 
perceptions of the classroom learning environment impact student outcomes. Given the 
nature o f previous findings, Fraser (1986) encourages researchers to include the use o f 
classroom environment assessments when comparing and evaluating instructional 
programs. As the two instructional programs used in this study vary greatly in nature: 
Whole class vs. small group, homogeneous grouping vs. heterogenous grouping, and in 
the degree o f direct instruction, it suggests that student perceptions o f the learning 
environment would differ across programs. The nature o f these differences as revealed 
through analysis o f MCI-SPF (Dellinger, Daniel, Hinson, 2000) subscale responses may 
yield additional insight into how these differences in instructional programs impact 
student perceptions o f the learning environment and how this, in turn, may impact 
student outcomes.
Primary Hypothesis 4 . Statistically significant differences will be exhibited in 
student sub-scale scores on components o f student self-efficacy toward reading between 
the two groups as measured by the RSPS.
15
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When forming self-efficacy toward a specific task, research findings (Henk & 
Melnick, 1995, 1998) suggest that students consider four basic factors when estimating 
their capabilities: (1) performance from the perspective o f success or failure, amount o f 
assistance required, persistence required, and their belief in the effectiveness of 
instruction, (2) observational comparison with classmates performing the same task, (3) 
social feedback in the form o f  direct and indirect input from teachers and peers, and (4) 
physiological states in the form of internal feelings manifested in physical conditions 
such as sweaty palms or “butterflies in the stomach.”
As the RSPS subscales were designed to measure the four specific components 
of student self-efficacy toward reading described above, this research question 
examines differences among students’ self-efficacy across the two instructional 
programs in reading to be used in the proposed research. The findings will be useful in 
enhancing understanding o f the impact of instructional programs on student self- 
efficacy in actual classrooms and the manner in which the components of this affective 
construct are affected.
Primary Hypothesis 5 . A positive relationship exists between student reading 
self-efficacy toward as measured by the RSPS and reading level as measured by the 
DRA.
Research suggests a strong positive relationship between student self-efficacy 
and student outcomes as measured by standardized tests (Bandura, 1986, Shell, Colvin, 
Bruning, 1995; Schunk,1991, Schunk & Rice, 1991). This research question addresses 
the relationship between student self-efficacy toward reading and student achievement
16
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as measured by a performance assessment. As in research using standardized 
instruments, a positive relationship is expected.
Primary Hypothesis 6. A positive relationship exists between student reading 
self-efficacy toward as measured by the RSPS and student perceptions of the learning 
environment as measured by the MCI-SPF.
This question is designed to examine the relationship between student self- 
efficacy toward reading and student perceptions of the learning environment as 
measured by the two respective instruments. Information from this analysis may 
enhance understanding of the linkage between these variables and aid in future 
revisions of the RSPS and MCI-SPF.
Secondary Hypotheses
Secondary Hypothesis 1. Statistically significant grade level differences will be 
demonstrated in student reading self-efficacy as measured by the RSPS among the two 
groups.
This question was designed to yield information to corroborate and to expand on 
findings from previous studies suggesting the existence of grade-level differences in 
self-efficacy and other motivational beliefs in students in upper elementary, middle, and 
secondary grades (Hiebert, Winograd, & Danner, 1984, Paris & Oka, 1986; Shell, 
Colvin, & Bruning, 1995). Findings from these studies suggest that students in upper 
elementary grades tend to exhibit higher levels of self-efficacy and are more readily 
influenced by attributional feedback and other motivational strategies than are students
17
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in middle and high school. To date, research has yet to examine lower elementary 
students for grade-level differences in student self-efficacy.
Secondary Hypothesis 2. Statistically significant grade-level differences will be 
demonstrated in student perceptions o f the learning environment as measured by the 
MCI-SPF within and between the two groups.
Grade-level differences in self-efficacy have been demonstrated in previous 
research studies involving upper elementary students (Shell, Colvin, Bruning, 1995). As 
student self-efficacy and student perceptions of the learning environment are 
conceptually linked (Bandura, 1986 ), it follows that student perceptions of the learning 
environment would also demonstrate grade-level differences.
Assumptions o f the Study
1. As student self-report data was used in the study, it was assumed that respondents 
were reasonably honest in reporting their perceptions of their reading ability and their 
perceptions o f the classroom learning environment.
2. As DRA data was provided by participating schools and collected by classroom 
teachers, it was assumed that the classroom teachers followed the standardized 
administration procedures described in the DRA handbook.
3. Student participation generated sufficient responses to establish valid and reliable 
mean scores on the variables measured.
4. As full and consistent implementation o f both instructional programs was required
18
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to maximize the effects on student self-efficacy, student perceptions, and changes in 
reading level, it was assumed that evaluation measures aimed at monitoring 
implementation of both programs were adequate.
5. The generalizability of the results obtained from this study may be limited by the 
nature of the schools participating in the study and/or by common method variance 
concerns.
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CHAPTER 2: LITERATURE REVIEW 
Chapter two presents a review o f related literature pertinent to the 
understanding o f  social learning theory as the theoretical foundation for the concept of 
student self-efficacy and its relationship to student achievement. In addition, the 
theoretical foundation o f the study o f learning environments is discussed and pertinent 
research findings to date are presented. Chapter 2 is organized as follows: 1) social 
learning theory; 2) self-efficacy; 3) self-efficacy in academic settings; 4) theoretical 
foundation o f the study of learning environment; 5) research on student perceptions of 
the learning environment.
Social Learning Theory 
In 1977, Albert Bandura introduced the world to social learning theory, his 
theoretical framework for analyzing human thought and behavior. Social learning 
theory posits human behavior in terms of continuous triadic reciprocal ity between 
cognitive, behavioral, and environmental factors (Bandura, 1978, 1977). Reciprocal 
determinism is the term used by Bandura to describe this continuous, dynamic triadic 
relationship (Bandura, 1978). Transactions with the environment are viewed as 
continuous and individuals are not simply reactors to external stimulation. Cognitive 
factors determine which external events will be observed, how they will be perceived, 
whether or not they will have lasting effects, and how the information will be organized 
for future use (Bandura, 1978). This human capacity to use symbols enables 
individuals to think reflectively, to create and to enact courses of possible action and 
their subsequent consequences in thought rather than through the actual performance o f
20
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
the action. Therefore, through altering their environment, through the creation o f 
cognitive “plays”, and through the use o f conditional incentives for themselves, humans 
exercise a certain degree o f influence over their own behavior.
Within this interplay among the primary components of social learning theory, 
vicarious, symbolic, and self-regulatory processes play central roles. To fully 
understand the role o f the concept of self-efficacy, the research conducted to date, and 
instrumentation design issues related to this construct o f social learning theory, one 
must first understand other key components o f the theory such as the concept of 
observational learning, the use of symbols, and the role o f self-regulatory mechanisms.
Prior to social learning theory, psychological theories generally assumed that the 
learning process occurred only through performance responses and through 
experiencing the effects (Miller, 1993; Bandura, 1977). Social learning theory differs in 
this respect. Within the framework o f social learning theory, “Learning is largely an 
information-processing activity in which information about the structure of behavior 
and about environmental events is transformed into symbolic representations that serve 
as guides for action” (Bandura, 1986, p. 51). The theory proposes that humans possess 
the capability to learn either enactively by actually performing actions or vicariously 
through observing models performing (i.e., modeling) (Bandura, 1977; Schunk,1991).
Social learning theory postulates that it is the capacity of humans to use symbols 
that make vicarious learning possible.This use o f symbols allows people to process and 
preserve experiences in representational forms which then serve as guides for future 
behavior (1977). According to Bandura (1977), “intentional action is rooted in symbolic
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activity.” Images o f  desirable events in the future precipitate courses o f action designed 
to achieve the future goal. Additionally, the use o f symbols allows people to solve 
problems without enacting all of the alternative solutions and to visualize possible 
consequences o f different actions and to change their behavior accordingly (1977). 
Without this symbolic capability, Bandura (1977) posits that humans would not be 
capable of reflective thought or of vicarious learning. Sources of vicarious learning 
include observing or listening to others (live, on TV or radio, videotapes) and reading 
(Schunk, 1991). This ability to leam by observation is thought to play a central role in 
the learning o f complex behaviors such as language and cultural practices in that it 
accelerates learning over what would be possible if  people had to perform every 
behavior in order to leam. Within the framework o f social learning theory, modeling 
serves the following three functions in observational learning: (1) inhibition and 
disinhibition, (2) response facilitation, and (3) observational learning (Bandura, 1977, 
1978).
The concept o f inhibition/disinhibition, as a function o f modeling, refers to the 
strengthening or weakening o f inhibitions resulting from observation o f a model 
(Ashton & Webb, 1986; Bandura & Schunk, 1981; Pintrich & Schunk, 1995). 
Individuals observing a model performing undesirable activities without negative 
consequences may engage in the behavior themselves. Likewise, models who are 
punished may inhibit similar behavior in observers. The inhibitory and disinhibitory 
effects occur because observers believe that similar consequences are likely if  they act 
accordingly. For example, student talking during independent practice is likely to
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become disinhibited if  the teacher does not stop it. However, when the teacher 
disciplines one o f the students for talking, talking among the other students is likely to 
cease or lessen.
Response facilitation occurs when modeled actions function as social prompts 
for observers to behave similarly (Pintrich & Schunk, 1995 ). For example, response 
facilitation takes place when John and Rose line up at the door where they see other 
children lined up and quiet. The children in line at the door serve as a prompt for John 
and Rose to join them. Response facilitation differs from inhibition/disinhibition in that 
response facilitation behaviors are socially acceptable and are not accompanied by 
potential negative consequences (Bandura, 1986).
Observational learning is another function o f modeling and one in which 
cognitive modeling plays an integral role. Cognitive modeling refers to modeled 
explanations and demonstrations that include verbalizations o f the model’s thoughts 
and reasons for performing the actions (Meichenbaum,1977). Observational learning 
through modeling or cognitive modeling occurs when observers exhibit new behaviors 
that prior to the modeling had a zero probability of occurrence, even with motivational 
inducements (Bandura, 1986; Rosenthal & Zimmerman, 1978). Observational learning 
increases the rate o f learning and expands the range of learning over what could occur 
if each response had to be performed and reinforced to be learned.
Four subprocesses comprise observational learning: attention, retention, 
production, and motivation. Motivation as a subprocess interacts with the other three 
subprocesses. Attention is required for modeled acts to be perceived as meaningful. At
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any moment in time, many cues exist to which one can attend. Motivation affects 
observer attention through the perceived value o f the modeled acts. Actions judged as 
important and likely to lead to valuable outcomes receive attention.
Retention as a subprocess o f modeling includes transforming, coding, and 
storing of modeled information in memory, as well as the mental rehearsing of the 
information (Pintrich & Schunk, 1995). Observers store the modeled information in an 
image or verbal format Motivation also influences the activities that observers retain. 
Modeled actions perceived as important are more likely to be retained; those viewed as 
possessing little value will not be teamed.
Production refers to the translation of the visual and symbolic components of 
modeled activities into behavior (Pintrich & Schunk, 1995). Problems producing the 
modeled activities occur when the learner inadequately codes information or has 
difficulty translating the coded information into behavior. When learning complex 
skills, individuals typically use a combination of modeling, guided practice, and 
corrective feedback.
The prominent role o f self-regulating processes is a final distinguishing feature 
of social learning theory (Bandura 1978, 1977). Within the context o f social learning 
theory, self-regulating processes are defined as those processes that involve goal- 
directed cognitive activities initiated, sustained, and modified by the individual 
(Schunk, 1989, p. 83). This self-regulated reinforcement increases performance chiefly 
through its motivational function (Bandura, 1986). Individuals make self-rewards 
conditional upon the achievement o f a certain level of performance, thereby creating
24
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
the self-motivation to persist until their performance matches their self-prescribed 
standards. Cognitive activities influenced by self-regulating processes include 
attending to instruction, processing and integrating knowledge, as well as, beliefs 
associated with capabilities o f learning and anticipated outcomes (Schunk, 1989, 1991). 
Self-regulation o f learning encompasses three sub-processes: (1) self-observation; (2) 
self-judgement, and (3) self-reaction (Bandura, 1977, 1978, 1986, 1995).
Self-observation refers to the attentiveness o f an individual to what they are 
doing (Bandura, 1986). The purpose o f self-observation is to inform and motivate 
(Schunk, 1989). Reliable self-observations require sustained and focused effort by the 
individual. In addition, people are not always self-observant (Bandura, 1986). To a 
certain degree, self-concept exerts influence as to which portion o f an individual’s 
behavior is given the most attention. Self-observation is the first step in self-regulation 
and is followed by self-judgement. Self-judgement refers to comparing one’s present 
performance with one’s goal (Schunk, 1989, p. 90). Self-judgements may be affected by 
factors such as the standards used, the properties of the goal, the importance of goal 
attainment, and the attributions made concerning one’s performance (Bandura, 1986). 
Self-judgement results in self-reaction and, one manifestation o f this self-reaction is 
self-efficacy (1986).
Self-Efficacy
Perceived self-efficacy is defined by Bandura (1995, p. 2) as “beliefs in one’s 
capabilities to organize and execute the courses of action required to manage 
prospective situations.” An individual’s efficacy beliefs influence his thinking, his
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feelings, his motivation, and his actions (Bandura, 1995, 1993, 1986). Behavior is also 
affected in many ways. Choices and course of action are influenced by perceived self- 
efficacy (Bandura, 1995). People willingly undertake tasks for which they feel 
competent and avoid those for which they do not. The amount of effort expended 
toward a task, the extent o f perseverance exhibited, and the amounts o f resilience 
displayed in the face o f failure are also dependent upon an individual’s self-efficacy 
(Bandura, 1978, 1986, 1995). The higher a person’s self-efficacy toward a task, the 
more effort he will expend, the longer he will persevere, and the more resilient he will 
be in the face o f failure. Bandura (1992, 1995) asserts that self-efficacy beliefs produce 
these effects on people through four major processes that usually operate together (1) 
cognitive, (2) motivational, (3) affective, and (4) selection.
The effect o f self-efficacy on cognitive processes manifests itself in a number of 
ways including personal goal setting and skill utilization (Bandura, 1993). Individuals 
possessing high levels o f self-efficacy toward a task set higher goals and more 
challenging goals for themselves and exhibit greater commitment toward the attainment 
of those goals (1993). Skill utilization is also affected by self-efficacy in that one must 
not only possess the knowledge required to complete a task, but one must also possess 
the self-efficacy to use the skills well (Bandura, 1993, 1995). In a study conducted by 
Collins (1981), children at three levels o f mathematical ability were given difficult 
problems to solve. Within each ability level, children who believed strongly in their 
capabilities were quicker to discard ineffective strategies and reworked more problems 
with greater success than did children o f equal ability afflicted with self-doubts.
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Motivational processes are affected by self-efficacy in that an individual’s 
efficacy beliefs determine the goals set, the effort expended, perseverance when faced 
with obstacles, and resilience to failure (Bandura, 1995, p. 8). The three primary 
cognitive motivators in social learning theory are causal attributions, outcome 
expectancies, and cognized goals. Social learning theory proposes that all o f these 
cognitive motivators are affected by self-efficacy (1995). Self-efficacy affects causal 
attribution in that people with high self-efficacy associate their failures to insufficient 
effort while those with a low self-efficacy attribute their failures to low ability (Alden, 
1986; Collins, 1982; McAuley, Duncan, & McElroy, 1989; Silver, Mitchell, & Gist, 
1989). Additionally, expectancy theory postulates that motivation is controlled by the 
expectation that a given behavior will produce certain outcomes and the value o f those 
outcomes for the individual. However, people’s beliefs about what they can do also 
influences their actions, therefore the motivating potential o f outcome expectancies is 
affected by self-efficacy toward the task. Finally, cognized goals are also impacted by 
self-efficacy. Research indicates that explicit, challenging goals work to enhance and 
sustain motivation (Locke & Latham, 1990). Motivation related to goal-setting involves 
a cognitive comparison process in which people compare their performance to that of 
visualized goals. The process o f making self-satisfaction contingent upon matching 
visualized goals result in a change in the individual’s self-efficacy which then gives 
direction to their behavior and creates incentives to sustain their efforts until the goal is 
attained (Bandura, 1993).
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Self-efficacy also influences affective processes via the amount o f stress 
experienced during threatening or difficult situations (Bandura, 1995, 1993). When 
people face situations for which they feel low self-efficacy, their blood pressure 
increases, stress-related hormones rise, and a decline in immune function occurs 
(Bandura, 1988). Individuals who feel they can control threats (higher coping self- 
efficacy) experience less stress reactions than individuals who believe they cannot 
manage the threat (Bandura, 1993). In addition, people with higher coping self-efficacy 
tend to undertake more challenging and threatening activities than those possessing low 
coping self-efficacy (Bandura, 1988).
Beliefs o f personal efficacy can affect individuals through the selection process 
(Bandura, 1995, 1993). People avoid activities and situations for which they have low 
self-efficacy and select those activities for which they have high self-efficacy. These 
choices, made on the basis o f perceived self-efficacy, result in proficiency in different 
skills, different career choices, and different social relationships all of which, 
ultimately, determine the course o f one’s life. Research (Betz & Hackett, 1983; Lent & 
Hackett, 1987) suggests that the stronger a person’s self-efficacy, the more career 
options they consider, the greater interest they show in them, the better they prepare 
themselves educationally, and the greater their resiliency when faced with difficult 
occupational situations.
According to Bandura (1986, p. 399), knowledge regarding one’s self-efficacy is 
based on four sources of information: Performance attainments, vicarious experiences 
obtained through observing the performance of others, verbal persuasion, and
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physiological states. Performance attainment is the most influential source o f efficacy 
information because it is based on the individual’s actual mastery experiences (1986). 
Successes result in increased self-efficacy toward the task and repeated failures, 
especially if  occurring early in task learning, lower self-efficacy (Bandura, 1995, 1986). 
However, after self-efficacy is firmly established, an occasional failure has little effect 
(Bandura, 1986). Therefore, the effect o f failure on self-efficacy depends on the timing 
and total pattern of experiences in which the failures occur (Bandura, 1977).
Vicarious experiences are another means by which self-efficacy is created and 
enhanced. Observing individuals similar to themselves succeed at a task raises the 
observer’s belief that he, too, is capable o f  success at the task (Bandura, 1995,1986). 
The reverse situation also prevails in that observing individuals similar to them 
repeatedly fail at a task, even with high effort, lowers the observer’s self-efficacy 
(Bandura, 1986). The impact of the vicarious experiences is strongly influenced by 
perceived likeness to the model. The stronger the perceived likeness, then the stronger 
the effect (Bandura, 1995).
Verbal or social persuasion (Bandura, 1986, 1995) is yet another way to 
strengthen self-efficacy. Research (Schunk, 1989) suggests that people convinced 
verbally that they are capable, exert and sustain more effort toward the task. One 
interesting aspect o f social persuasion is that it is more difficult to impart high beliefs 
in self-efficacy than to erode them (Bandura, 1995). This occurs due to the fact that 
people who have been convinced that they lack the ability to successfully complete a 
task
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exhibit the tendency to avoid the task all together or give up when faced with 
difficulties (Bandura, 1986, 1995).
Physiological states are also used by individuals as sources o f self-efficacy 
information (Bandura, 1995). Stress and tensions are generally interpreted as 
vulnerability to failure by individuals with low self-efficacy (Bandura, 1986). 
Physiological indicators such as sweaty palms or rapid heart rates are especially 
influential factors used by individuals to judge their self-efficacy toward athletic events 
or other events involving physical strength or stamina (Bandura, 1995). It is important 
to note the role that perception and interpretation o f physiological information plays in 
self-efficacy. Individuals possessing high self-efficacy view their aroused state as 
energizing while individuals possessing low self-efficacy view such arousal in terms of 
vulnerability to failure (Bandura, 1986, 1995).
Self-efficacy in Academic Settings 
To date, research on student self-efficacy in academic settings has focused on 
two areas (1) exploring the link between self-efficacy beliefs, college majors, and 
career choices, and (2) investigating the relationship between self-efficacy, other 
related psychological constructs, and academic performance (Pajares, 1996). Within the 
first area of focus, researchers (Hackett & Betz, 1989; Lent, Lopez, & Bieschke, 1993; 
Pajares & Miller, 1995) report that mathematics self-efficacy is more predictive of 
college course selections and college majors than prior mathematics achievement. In 
addition, gender differences have been noted in mathematics self-efficacy (Hackett, 
1985).
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The relationship between self-efficacy and other psychological constructs (Paris 
& Oka, 1986; Schunk, 1981; Shell, Colvin, & Bruning, 1995), motivation constructs 
(Erlich, Kurtz-Costes, & Loridant, 1993; Pintrich & De Groot, 1990; Pintrich & 
Schrauben, 1992), and achievement (Pajares, 1996; Shell, Colvin, & Bruning, 1995; 
Zimmerman & Schunk, 1989) is the other area o f self-efficacy research in academic 
settings. Findings thus far, indicate that self-efficacy beliefs are related to other 
psychological constructs such as causal attributions and outcome expectancy. Self- 
efficacy also appears to influence achievement both directly and indirectly 
(Zimmerman, Bandura, & Pons, 1992). In addition, research (Schunk, 1989) suggests 
that students with higher self-efficacy use more cognitive and metacognitive strategies 
and are more persistent than those students with low self-efficacy.
Research has also noted developmental changes in self-efficacy (Bandura, 1986; 
Paris & Oka, 1986; Schunk, 1991; Stipek, 1993). Young children generally overstate 
their self-efficacy toward tasks (Paris & Oka, 1986, Stipek,1993). In addition, as 
children age, their beliefs increase in accuracy (Paris & Oka, 1986, Stipek, 1993) and 
self-efficacy and achievement become more highly related (Bandura, 1986; Paris & 
Oka, 1986; Schunk, 1991; Stipek, 1993).
Studies indicate differences in self-efficacy among high and low achievers 
(Bandura, 1986; Paris & Oka, 1986; Schunk, 1991; Stipek, 1993). When compared with 
low achievers, high achievers tend to have higher self-efficacy and these self-efficacy 
beliefs are more strongly related to achievement for high achievers than for low 
achievers (Bandura, 1986; Paris & Oka, 1986; Schunk, 1991; Stipek, 1993).
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In addition, research also (Schunk,1983, 1985, 1989) suggests that certain 
classroom activities such as allowing students to set learning goals, providing 
attributional feedback, rewards, models, and strategy instruction all have the potential 
to increase student self-efficacy toward specific learning tasks. All o f these findings 
have significant implications for classroom instruction as emphasized by Bandura 
(1986) when he urged educators to identify school and teaching practices that foster 
competence, as well as to identify practice that “converts instructional experience into 
education in inefficacy.”
Learning Environments 
Students spend approximately 7,000 hours at school by the end o f their primary 
school years (Jackson, 1968). This figure is estimated to climb to in excess o f  15,000 
hours by the end o f secondary school (Rutter, Maughan, Mortimore, Ouston,
Smith, 1979). With such a large amount of their life spent at school, students have a 
great interest in what happens to them at school, and their reactions and perceptions of 
these experiences are significant. However, despite the importance of what goes on in 
schools and in the classrooms, school-effects research and curriculum evaluations have 
focused heavily on the assessment o f academic achievement and other learning 
outcomes (Fraser, 1986, 1992). While important, these outcome measures fail to depict 
a complete picture of the educational process. Research on the role of the classroom 
environment and its influence on cognitive and affective outcomes of students attempts 
to address this void.
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Theoretically, research on classroom learning environments, rooted in social 
cognition, postulates that how students perceive and react to learning tasks may be as 
important or more important in influencing student outcomes than the observed quality 
o f the teaching behaviors (Knight & Waxman, 1991; Wittrock, 1986). Lewin’s (1935, 
1936) early work on field theory served as the springboard for subsequent research and 
the development o f theoretical models. Lewin hypothesized that both the environment 
and its interaction with personal characteristics o f the individual strongly influenced 
human behavior. The resulting Lewinian formula B=f[P, E) provided the foundation for 
new research in which behavior was considered a function o f the person and the 
environment.
Murray (1938), using Lewin’s approach, proposed a needs-press model. The 
model represented the person and the environment in common terms. Within the 
model, person refers to motivational personality characteristics that represent the 
tendency to move toward certain goals, while the environmental press provides external 
stimulation that either supports or frustrates the expression o f the personality needs. 
Other research clarified and expanded on Murray’s initial needs-press model. Stem 
(1970) formulated his own theory o f person-environment in which complimentary 
combinations of personal needs and environmental press enhance student outcomes. In 
addition, Getzel and Thelen (1960) hypothesized that in classrooms, personality needs, 
role expectations, and classroom climate interact simultaneously to predict group 
behavior, including academic outcomes.
33
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
Bandura’s (1986) concept o f reciprocal determinism also contributes 
significantly to the theoretical foundation o f classroom environment research. Bandura 
(1986) defines reciprocal determinism as the interaction between the person, the 
environment, and the behavior. Within this framework o f reciprocal determinism, the 
individual by acting in certain ways, influences change in the environment and, in turn, 
the changed environment influences the individual’s behavior. Therefore, this 
continuous relationship between student and environment serves as either the inhibitor 
or the catalyst for desired student outcomes.
In 1980, Moos proposed a conceptual framework focusing on the various factors 
influencing the classroom learning environment. The model concentrates on the 
interrelationships among four specific environmental factors: Structure and 
Organization, Cognitive Processes, Student Characteristics and Teacher Characteristics 
which are hypothesized to interact interdependently. In the model, the quality of the 
classroom environment is a function of the interaction between the four environmental 
variables. The representation o f the classroom learning environment via these four 
domains serves as the conceptual foundation for much of the current research into 
learning environments, as well as the many instruments used to assess the classroom 
learning environment.
Research into the Structure and Organization component o f the classroom 
environment suggests that young children typically prefer a traditional learning 
environment (Arlin,1976). This is especially true for problem students and boys in 
particular, who were found to be better adjusted in classes perceived as high in
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organization and order. In addition, two key characteristics o f the classroom 
environment have been associated with positive self-efficacy: clear and structured rules 
and regulations and active participation in the learning process (Humphrey, 1984; 
Keyser & Barling, 1981). Seating arrangements and the location o f students is also 
postulated to impact student outcomes. Students seated in a circular formation 
exhibited significantly more on-task behavior than those seated in rows or clusters 
(Rosenfield, Lambert, Black, 1985). Secondly, a study by Wheldall & Olds (1987) 
suggests that on-task behavior was higher and the rate of disruption lower when 
students were seated in opposite-sex seating. These findings suggest that educators 
experiment with seating to optimize the learning environment of their classrooms.
The classroom environment also exerts influence over cognitive processing, and 
attending is one cognitive process of particular interest to educators. Research (Cordell 
& Cannon, 1985) suggests that students who have difficulty following directions and 
paying attention need a classroom environment that provides both structure and 
flexibility. Activities considered useful with this type of student include daily 
assignment sheets, tests without time constraints, and visual material to improve 
thinking and memory. Moreover, Njiokiktjien (1988) postulates that attentional 
problems in children become more severe if  the child is placed in an unstructured 
situation. Metacognitive training programs may also enhance student planning and 
self-control over learning, thereby influencing student self-efficacy in students with 
attention problems. (Wittrock, 1986).
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The nature o f the classroom learning environment is affected by student 
characteristics. As suggested within social learning theory, a mutual interdependence is 
thought to exist between personal, behavioral, and environmental determinants o f self- 
control (Bandura, 1986). Bandura (1986) postulates that people possessing a high 
perceived self-efficacy tend to have more control over the events in their environment. 
Whereas, students deficit in self-efficacy or self-control strategies cause “fractures in 
the flow of action within the classroom” (Felmlee & Eder, 1983, p. 419). Such fractures 
contribute significantly to disruptive behavior and to decreased classroom participation. 
Research (Wright & Cowen, 1985; Zahn, Kagan, & Widaman, 1986;) suggests that the 
use o f cooperative learning and peer-teaching foster improved social relations and work 
attitudes, especially in female students. Additionally, students in these classroom 
settings tended to perceive their classes as more involved, orderly, and organized. 
Accordingly, positive classroom learning environments encourage the formation o f 
student characteristics such self-motivation, enhanced internal locus o f control, and 
increased self-monitoring that maximize learning outcomes.
Studies investigating students’ perceptions o f the learning environment have 
consistently pointed to the influence of teacher characteristics on student outcomes 
(Fraser, 1982, 1986, 1992, 1998). In his theoretical model, Moos (1980) identified 
teacher characteristics as an important determinant o f  the classroom environment. A 
number of studies have examined the qualities o f good teachers as perceived by 
students. Weinstein (1983) found that students prefer teachers who were warm, 
friendly, and supportive, while simultaneously orderly and in control o f classroom
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behavior. Findings by Brophy & Good (1986) also suggest that students leam more in 
classrooms in which the teacher establishes structures limiting pupil freedom of choice, 
physical movement and disruption, and in which the teacher exerts more control over 
students’ task behavior. The tone and quality o f teacher feedback to children regarding 
their school performance are both teacher characteristics that influence the learning 
environment. This facet o f teacher behavior serves as the critical link between the 
classroom learning environment and students’ perceived self-efficacy. So powerful are 
teacher estimates of student ability that by third or fourth grade, children’s perceived 
school performance begins to correlate positively with teacher estimates of ability 
(Stipek, 1981). In addition, Bandura’s (1986) research underscores the importance o f 
perceived self-efficacy. Students’ perceived self-efficacy is formed from a variety of 
sources including personal accomplishments and feedback from teachers and peers. 
Teacher expectations affect teacher-student interactions within the classroom. Cooper 
& Good (1982) report that students for whom teachers had high expectations stated that 
they received less frequent criticism and more frequent praise than did students for 
which teachers had lower expectations. Additionally, evidence suggests that students 
for whom teachers have low expectations are taught in a manner that is much less 
effective than their high-expectation classmates. As a result, low expectation students 
experience increasing negative self-perception and decreasing self-efficacy.
Over the years, researchers studying classroom learning environments have 
developed a number of approaches to collecting data. Initially, direct observation was 
used. This approach involved an external observer systematically coding classroom
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communication and events according to a category scheme (Dunkin & Biddle, 1974; 
Rosenshine & Furst, 1973). Another approach to the study o f classroom teaming 
environments involves the use o f paper-and-pencil perceptual measures. Currently, this 
approach is the most widely used for several reasons. First, paper-and-pencil perceptual 
measures are more economical than observation techniques which involve the expense 
of trained outside observers. Second, students’ perceptual measures are based on 
students’ experiences over many lessons, while observation data represents experiences 
over a small number o f lessons. Third, as students’ perceptions are the real 
determinants of student behavior, they can be more important than observed behaviors. 
A number of instruments have been developed to measure student perceptions. Most o f 
the instruments have focused on students at the secondary school level. These 
instruments include the Learning Environment Inventory (LEI) (Fraser, Anderson, & 
Walberg, 1982), the Classroom Environment Scale (CES) (Moos & Trickett, 1974) and 
the Individualized Classroom Environment Questionnaire (ICEQ) (Fraser, 1986). The 
My Class Inventory (MCI) (Fraser et al„ 1982) was developed for use in elementary 
school settings. This rating scale measures student perceptions across five dimensions: 
Satisfaction, Friction, Competition, Cohesiveness, and Difficulty.
Fraser (1998) suggests that the use o f perceptions of the whole class learning 
environment may be inappropriate when comparing groups or in developing case 
studies of individual students and describes the need for the development o f personal 
forms of classroom environment instruments. In addition, a study by Fraser, Giddings,
& McRobbie (1995) using both personal and whole class forms of the Science
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Laboratory Environment Inventory found that students’ responses on whole class forms 
were systematically more positive than responses on the parallel personal forms.
Student Perceptions o f the Learning Environment 
Research into student perceptions o f the classroom learning environment 
suggests that students generally prefer a more positive classroom environment than is 
actually present (Fraser, 1982; Fisher & Fraser, 1983; Fisher, Fraser, & Bassett, 1995, 
Moos, 1980;). Additionally, findings to date suggest that students achieve at higher 
levels when a greater agreement exists between actual and preferred classroom 
environments (Fisher & Fraser, 1983; Fraser, 1987, Haertel, Walberg & Haertel, 1981). 
Research has identified a number o f components that contribute to the “preferred” 
classroom environment. Student behavior is one o f the components that affect the 
nature o f the classroom learning environment. A positive emotional climate has been 
related to low incidences o f disruptive behavior and to greater student participation in 
classroom discourse (Crocker & Brooker, 1986).
The degree of competitiveness present in the classroom also affects student 
perceptions of the learning environment. Many traditional classrooms emphasize 
competition among students. However, recent studies suggest that the use o f cooperative 
learning results in a classroom climate that facilitates development of positive social 
relations and school work attitudes (Johnson, Johnson, Holubec, & Roy, 1984; Slavin, 
1983; Zahn, Kagan & Widaman, 1986). In addition, Wright & Cowen (1985) examined 
the effects o f the peer teaching component o f cooperative learning on a variety o f  
environmental variables. Findings suggested that students in cooperative learning
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classrooms utilizing peer tutoring perceived their classrooms as more orderly, organized, 
and were happier in class. To date, research findings suggest that students’ cognitive, 
affective, and social potential is maximized when the classroom learning environment is 
perceived as cohesive, cooperative, and satisfying and when competitiveness and friction 
are perceived as low.
Research studies examining the relationship between student perceptions o f the 
learning environment and reading/language arts outcomes have been few. Talmage and 
Walberg (1978) examined outcome-environment relationships using the MCI among 
students participating in a district reading program in Illinois. The findings suggested that 
perceptions o f greater competition within the classroom were associated with lower 
reading achievement scores. Additionally, Fraser and O’Brien (1981) examined the 
relationship between student perceptions and word knowledge and comprehension. The 
interpretation o f the findings suggested that performance on both the word knowledge and 
comprehension tests was higher in classes perceived by students as having more 
satisfaction, less friction, less difficulty, and less cohesiveness.
Other studies of the learning environment utilizing the MCI have examined the 
relationship between student outcomes in science and student perceptions o f the learning 
environment. Research (Fraser & Fisher, 1991) suggests that outcome scores were 
generally higher in classes with greater satisfaction and less difficulty.
Additionally, the five different analyses associated with these studies confirmed the 
existence o f sizable and statistically significant associations between students’ learning 
outcomes and their classroom environment perceptions as measured by the MCI (Fraser, 
1986, p. 106)
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CHAPTER 3: DESIGN, METHODOLOGY, AND PROCEDURES 
Chapter three presents a discussion o f the research design, instrumentation, data 
collection and analyses procedures used to address the primary and secondary research 
questions in the study.
Research Design
The study was designed to examine students participating in two distinctly 
different instructional programs in reading for statistically significant differences in 
reading self-efficacy, student perceptions o f the learning environment and reading level. 
In addition, relationships between student reading self-efficacy as measured by the 
RSPS and students’ personal perceptions o f the learning environment as measured by 
the MCI-SPF, as well as relationships between student reading self-efficacy as 
measured by the RSPS and reading level as measured by the DRA were explored. An 
ex post-facto design was used as variables are not manipulated (Campbell & Stanley, 
1963).
Variables 
Independent Variables 
In this study, two instructional approaches to reading were examined: (1) SFA 
reading program and (2) language-based comparison group, a whole language 
approach to reading instruction utilizing guided reading and modeling o f metacognitive 
strategies in small groups within heterogeneous performance level classrooms. The 
instructional program for reading served as the independent variable in the study. The 
primary characteristics of each approach follow.
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Success for All™. The SFA program utilizes a reading curriculum based on 
research and practices in beginning reading and on effective use o f cooperative learning 
(Slavin, 1995; Stevens,Madden,Slavin, & Famish, 1987). Reading instruction takes 
place for ninety minutes each day. Students are regrouped into homogeneous 
performance level classes for reading instruction. The reading classes are usually 
smaller than home rooms because tutors and other certified staff teach reading during 
the common reading period. The use o f regrouping allows teachers to teach whole class 
reading without breaking the class into reading groups. This reduces time spent on seat 
work and increases direct instruction time. The regrouping strategy is a form of the 
Joplin Plan, which has been found to increase reading achievement in elementary 
grades (Slavin, 1987).
SFA utilizes cooperative learning activities built around story structure, 
prediction, summarization, vocabulary building, decoding practice, and story-related 
writing. Students engage in partner reading and structured discussion o f stories or 
novels. Students work toward mastery o f the vocabulary and content o f the story in 
teams. Story-related writing is also shared within teams. The use o f cooperative 
learning serves to increase student motivation and engages students in cognitive 
activities known to contribute to reading comprehension, such as elaboration, 
summarization, and rephrasing (Slavin, 1995). In addition to story-related activities, 
teachers provide direct instruction in reading comprehension skills, and students 
practice these skills in their teams. Classroom libraries with books at students’ reading 
levels are provided in each classroom and students read books of their own selection for
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twenty minutes each night. Responses to home reading are shared with the class in the 
form o f presentations, summaries, puppet shows and other formats. SFA classrooms use 
books with controlled vocabulary authored by the Success for All Foundation at the first 
grade level and supportive materials developed by the foundation for use with the 
school’s basal series at the 2.1 reading level and above.
External monitors from the Success for All Foundation visit school sites six 
times during the implementation year to assure proper and consistent implementation of 
the program. During the monitoring visits, all phases o f the program implementation 
are evaluated. Teacher classrooms are selected randomly by monitors for observation 
and observations are not scheduled in advance. After each monitoring visit, both the 
participating school site and the district receives a comprehensive report detailing the 
observations and containing suggestions for improved implementation.
Language-based Comparison Group. Theoretically, as designed by the 
University of Louisiana-Hammond, the program is based on Marie Clay’s (1991) 
research in the area o f emergent literacy. The program uses student books with an 
uncontrolled vocabulary. Books are categorized according reading level. Students read 
one story matched to their instructional reading level per week and all subsequent 
literacy activities and writing undertaken by students center around the “story o f the 
week.” Classroom reading instruction is conducted in heterogenous small groups for 
approximately 20 minutes per day per group. The guided reading approach is used. In 
guided reading, the teacher introduces the book by going over important features such 
as the plot, the characters, the language, and the concepts. Prior knowledge is activated
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as the teacher helps children recall knowledge that they may have that relates to the 
story. Predictions are made as to what the children think will happen in the story and 
the children’s subsequent reading allows students to find out if their predictions were 
accurate or not. During some form o f group reading or individual silent reading o f the 
whole story reading work is done as needed on the teacher’s small chalkboard. Reading 
work may consist o f the recording o f  ideas such as character names, phrases, or a word 
or two. This focused guidance is brief and may occur before, during or after the story at 
the teacher’s discretion. All skills are taught in context including phonics instruction 
and instruction in contextual analysis. Direct instruction is minimized. In addition, 
classroom teachers model the used o f metacognitive strategies and facilitate the 
development and use o f these strategies by students.
Appropriate implementation o f the instructional program lies solely with the 
classroom teacher under the direct supervision o f the school administrator and assigned 
district personnel. No external monitoring is conducted. At the school site 
participating in this study, full implementation o f this instructional program was one 
objective included in this site’s 1998-99 School Improvement Plan. Evaluation o f this 
objective, as stated in the plan, involved formal and informal classroom observation of 
reading instruction conducted by the school administrator and Teacher of Instructional 
Support (T.I.S.).
Dependent Variables 
Dependent variables in the study were: (1) student reading self-efficacy as 
measured by the Reader Self-Perception Scale (RSPS) (Henck & Melnick, 1997, 1995)
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(2) students'’ personal perceptions o f the learning environment as measured by the My 
Class Inventory-SF (MCI-SPF) (Dellinger, Daniel, Hinson, 2000), and (3) student 
reading level, as measured by the Developmental Reading Assessment (Beaver, 1997).
Participants
Two hundred and nine students in grades 2, 3, and 4 participated in the study. 
The students (104 from the SFA school, 105 from the language-based comparison 
group school and approximately 35 from each grade) were randomly selected from two 
demographically similar schools located in southeastern Louisiana. The two schools 
were matched based on demographic characteristics (e.g., size, free/reduced lunch, 
etc.), student achievement (e.g., LEAP Language Arts, initial reading level, etc.), and 
use Computer Core Curriculum (CCC). Each participating school had three classes at 
each of the selected grade levels.
Instrumentation 
Reader Self-Perception Scale (RSPS1 
The reading self-efficacy instrument used in this study, the Reader Self- 
Perception Scale (RSPS) was developed by Henck and Melnick (1995) and is based on 
Bandura’s (1997, 1977, 1982) theory o f perceived self-efficacy. The instrument 
consisted o f 1 general item and 32 subsequent items that represent four scales: Progress, 
Observational Comparison, Social Feedback, and Physiological States. Wording o f  the 
items was simple and all items were stated positively to facilitate ease in decision­
making by the children. Introductory material included brief written instructions, 
possible responses and their abbreviations, and a sample item and explanation.
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Children were asked to rate how much they agree or disagree with the 
statement. They made their ratings using a 5-point Likert system (l=Strongly Disagree, 
2=Disagree, 3=Undecided, 4=Agree, and 5=Strongly Agree). The number of items 
varied according to scale (PR=9, OC=6, SF=9; PS=8), therefore, the maximum possible 
scores differed for each scale (PR=45; OC=30; SF=45; PS=40).
To score the RSPS, raw scores were summed for each of the four scales to 
obtain a total score for each scale. The student’s score could then be compared with 
norming data provided by the instrument developers.
Mv Class rnventorv-Short Personal Form (MCI-SPFi 
The MCI-SPF (Dellinger, Daniel & Hinson, 2000) was adapted to measure 
students’ perceptions of their learning environment from a personal perspective rather 
than a whole-class perspective along five dimensions o f the learning environment.
These dimensions included: Satisfaction, Friction, Competition, Cohesiveness, and 
Difficulty. Each subscale o f the learning environment as measured by the adapted 
version o f the MCI-SF consists o f five questions. Students were asked to respond to 
questions such as, “I am friends with everybody in this class”. Surveys were read 
aloud, and students circled yes or no to each statement. Yes and no responses were 
coded as +1 and -1, respectively. Therefore, summing the response values for all five 
questions in a subscale results in odd integer subscale scores ranging from -5  to +5. 
More positive subscale scores indicate higher levels o f the particular dimension o f the 
learning environment.
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Developmental Reading Assessment (DRA1 
The DRA is an individually administered assessment designed to assess and 
document primary students development as readers over time (Beaver, 1997). The 
assessment was designed for primary students in grades 1-4. During the assessment, the 
student reads leveled passages orally while the assessor records a running record o f the 
student’s word errors and miscues. Comprehension is assessed as the student retells the 
story and responds to prompts initiated by the assessor. The process continues until the 
student performs at less than 90% on word recognition and at less than 75% on 
comprehension.
Data Collection Procedures 
Data consists of reading level as demonstrated by the DRA, student reading self- 
efficacy as measured by the RSPS (Henck & Melnick, 1995), and the MCI-SPF 
(Dellinger, Daniel, Hinson, 2000). RSPS and MCI-SPF survey data used in the study 
were gathered at the end o f May in the 1998-99 academic year by the principal 
investigator of this study for use in an additional ongoing study.. The RSPS survey 
instrument and MCI-SPF were administered to groups o f five to eight students at a 
time. Each o f the items on the instrument was read orally to students to insure student 
understanding of each statement. DRA data were obtained from each student’s school 
record as the DRA is individually administered to each student by his/her classroom 
teacher following the procedures contained in the testing manual with results 
subsequently submitted to the Louisiana Department o f Education.
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Survey Data
Research (McLaughlin, 1990) indicates that at-risk students are typically one- 
half to one grade below level in reading ability and often exhibit language deficiencies. 
To ensure that participants understood the directions, participants were given practice 
using the efficacy scale with a concrete jumping task (Schunk & Rice, 1991) and 
sample reading tasks. Following the practice, instructions were repeated and the 
participants were asked to re-tell the instructions back to the researcher to insure 
understanding.
The RSPS and the MCI-SPF were administered to students in late May o f the 
1998-1999 school year. The instruments were administered to small groups o f five to 
eight students. The researcher read the efficacy instrument orally to the students, 
allowing time for the students to respond. For each item, students rated their level of 
agreement or disagreement.
Immediately following the efficacy assessment, the MCI-SPF was administered. 
Once again, each item was read orally to ensure student understanding. For each item, 
students indicated yes or no.
No re-test on RSPS was administered as the focus o f the study lies detecting 
differences in student self-efficacy toward reading across instructional programs and 
the programs were not changed or manipulated for the purpose o f this study. In 
addition, no retest o f the MCI-SPF was administered as, once again, the research 
emphasis is in differences in students’ personal perceptions o f the learning 
environment across instructional programs. Additionally, the learning environment was 
not altered for the purposes o f this study.
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DRA
Pre-Test. Participants orally read each leveled passage as the classroom teacher 
noted word errors on the scoring sheet. After reading each passage, the participant orally 
re-told the stoiy to the examiner who probed as needed using questions provided with the 
assessment instrument. Participants continued reading until the word 
error/comprehension error combination exceed acceptable levels.
Post-Test. The procedure and instruments were identical to those used in the 
initial testing procedure.
Data Analysis Procedures
Following data collection, statistical analysis using SPSS was used to determine if 
statistically significant differences existed in the dependent variables between the two 
instructional programs, the nature o f those variations, as well as the relationship between 
the measured constructs.
The following data analyses were used in this study: 1) Summary descriptive 
statistics for each dependent variable, 2) Factor analyses to confirm the previously 
documented structure o f the RSPS (Henck & Melnick, 1995), 3) MANOVA with school 
and grade level as factors to analyze efficacy data followed by discriminant analysis, 4) 
ANOVA to analyze change in reading level followed by appropriate post hoc tests, 4) 
Logistic regression to examine MCI-SPF data, and 5) Correlational studies to determine 
the nature o f the relationship between student reading self-efficacy as measured by the 
RSPS and reading level as measured by the DRA and to determine the nature o f the 
relationship between student reading self-efficacy as measured by the RSPS and 
students’ personal perceptions of the learning environment as measured by the MCI-SPF.
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CHAPTER 4: SUMMARY OF RESULTS 
This chapter describes the results of the study. The results are presented as 
follows: 1) descriptive statistics for the sample; 2) descriptive statistics for the 
dependent variables; 3) summary of reliability analyses; 4) summary of 
intercorrelations among instrument subscales; 5) analyses related to research questions.
Summary o f Descriptive Statistics for Participating Schools 
The sample for the study was drawn from two schools in the southeast region of 
the United States. The two schools were matched based on demographic characteristics 
(e.g., size, free/reduced lunch, etc.), student achievement (e.g., LEAP Language Arts, 
initial reading level, etc.), and use Computer Core Curriculum (CCC). District policy 
mandated that individual school participation in the study be voluntary. Table C. 1 
(Appendix C) provides a summary of the school characteristics for participating schools 
(n=2).
School Characteristics 
The socioeconomic status (SES) for both participating schools was obtained 
from individual school profiles provided by the school districts for the 1998-99 school 
year. SES for a school was defined as the percentage o f  the total number o f students 
participating in free or reduced-cost lunch programs. Using these figures as an estimate 
of SES, it was inferred that the higher the percentage o f  students participating in these 
schools, the lower the SES level of the school. The SES for the participating Success 
for All (SFA) school was 91.10%. The SES for the participating language-based 
comparison group school was 89.63%.
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Studen t A ttendance
The percentage o f student average daily attendance (SADA) was obtained from 
individual school profiles for both schools. Percentages o f SADA were reported for the 
1998-99 school year. Percentage o f SADA for the SFA school was 94.6%. Percentage 
of SADA for the language-based comparison school was 94.7%.
School Size
School size was defined as the total number of students enrolled at each school. 
Student enrollment numbers reported on the school profile for the 1998-99 school year 
were used as an index o f school size. School size for the participating SFA was 326 
students. School size for the participating language-based school (grades K-4) was 338.
Student Achievement
Student achievement scores used were reported on the district individual school 
profiles for Language Arts subtest o f the LEAP test and for Reading Level Evaluation 
Results obtained from individual administration of the Developmental Reading 
Assessment to all students in grade 2 and grade 3 at the beginning o f the 1998-99 
school year. Eighty-four percent of third grade students at the participating SFA school 
passed the Language Arts subtest of the LEAP. Reading Evaluation Levels for 2nd and 
3rd grade students at the SFA school were: 81% o f 2nd grade students reading below 
level, 3% reading on level, and 15% reading above level, 66% of 3rd grade students 
reading below level, 22% reading on level, and 12% reading above level. The language- 
based school reported 81% of its 3rd grade students passing the Language Arts subtest 
of the LEAP. Reading Level Evaluations reported for students at the language-based
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school were 75% of 2nd grade students reading below level, 16% reading on level, and 
9% reading above level. In the 3rd grade, 65% were reading below level, 35% on level, 
and 0% above level.
Participant Sample Characteristics 
Descriptive statistical results for the total student sample used in the study can 
be found in Table C.2. in Appendix C. The table depicts a profile o f the gender and 
ethnicity of the total sample of students (n=209) by school.
Summary o f Descriptive Statistics for Instrument Items 
The following sections include summaries o f descriptive statistics for each 
instrument and its subscales used to operationalize the dependent variables in the study, 
as well as, item location indices for the subscales o f each instrument. Descriptive tables 
are located in Appendix D and include only the number o f each item for each 
instrument (RSPS, MCI-SPF). These item numbers can be cross-referenced for item 
content with each original instrument included in the instrument set in Appendix A.
The Reader Self-Perception Scale (RSPS)
Descriptive statistics for each item o f  the 33 item RSPS instrument used in this 
study were computed for the total sample o f students, by school, and by grade level at 
each of the two schools. Table D. 1 reports means and standard deviations for each of 
the RSPS items for the total sample. All items on the RSPS were scored using a five- 
point Likert scale ranging from l=strongly disagree to 5=strongIy agree.
Total sample item means ranged from a low o f 3.40 for RSPS items 4 (I read 
faster than other kids.) to a high of 4.61 for RSPS item 13 (I am getting better at
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reading.). Item means for the SFA school sample ranged from a low of 3.52 for RSPS 
item 4 (I read faster than other kids.) to a high o f 4.75 for RSPS item 12 (People in my 
family think I am a good reader.). By grade level at the SFA school, item means ranged 
from a low of 3.40 for RSPS item 4 (I read faster than other kids.) in grades 2 and 4 to a 
high o f 4.91 for item 12 (People in my family think I am a good reader.) in grade 4. For 
language-based school sample, item means ranged from 3.33 for item RSPS item 20 (I 
read better than other kids in my class.) to a high o f 4.54 for RSPS item 13 (I am getting 
better at reading.). By grade level, at the language-based school, school item means 
ranged from a low of 3.09 for RSPS item 11 (I seem to know more words than other 
kids when I read.) in grade 3 to a high o f 4.80 for RSPS item 24 (I can figure out words 
better than I could before.) in grade 4.
Standard deviations for the RSPS items in the total sample ranged from a low of 
.78 for RSPS item 1 (I think that I am a good reader.) to a high of 1.39 for item RSPS 
item 5 (I like to read aloud.). By school, standard deviations at the SFA school ranged 
from a low of .72 for RSPS item 1 (I think that I am a good reader.) to a high o f 1.37 for 
RSPS item 5 (I like to read aloud.). By grade level, standard deviations at the SFA 
school ranged from a low o f .28 for RSPS item 12 (People in my family think I am a 
good reader.) in grade 4 to a high o f 1.46 for RSPS item 5 (I like to read aloud.) in 
grade 2. Standard deviations for the language-based school ranged from a low o f .83 
for RSPS item 1 (I think that I am a good reader.) to a high of 1.40 for RSPS item 5 (I 
like to read aloud.). By grade level within the language-based school, standard 
deviations ranged from a low o f .49 for RSPS item 13 (I am getting better at reading.)
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in grade 4 to a high o f 1.49 for RSPS item 11 (I seem to know more words than other 
kids when I read.) In grade 4.
Mv Class Inventory - Student Form Personal Version (MCI-SPF) 
Descriptive statistics for each item of the 14 item MCI-SPF instrument used in 
this study were computed for the total sample o f students, by school, and by grade level 
at each o f the two schools. Table D.2 reports means and standard deviations for each o f 
the MCI-SPF items for the total sample. All items on the MCI-SPF were scored: 
Yes=+1 and No=-l.
Total sample item means ranged from -.74 for MCI-SPF item 12 (I fight with 
many children in my reading class.) to .84 for MCI-SPF item 1(1 enjoy the schoolwork 
in my reading class). Item means for the SFA school sample ranged from -.73 for MCI- 
SPF item 2 (I am always fighting with other children in my reading class.) to .79 for 
MCI-SPF item 1 (I enjoy the schoolwork in my reading class.). By grade level at the 
SFA school, item means ranged from -.89 for MCI-SPF item 2 (I am always fighting 
with other children in my reading class.) in grade 2 to .83 for MCI-SPF item 21 (My 
reading class is fun) and item 23 (A few children in my reading class want to be first all 
of the time.) in grade 2.
For the language-based school sample, item means ranged from a -.74 for MCI- 
SPF item 12 fl fight with manv children in mv reading class. 1 to .82 for MCI-SPF item 1 
(I eniov the schoolwork in mv reading class. V Bv grade level, at the language-based 
school, school item means ranged from -.83 for MCI-SPF item 12 (I fight with manv 
children in mv reading class ! in grades 2 and 3 to .94 for MCI-SPF item 1 in grade 2.
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Standard deviations for the MCI-SPF items in the total sample ranged from a 
low o f .58 for MCI-SPF item 1 (I enjoy the schoolwork in my reading class.) to a high 
o f 1.00 for item 15 (All of the students in my reading class are my close friends.) and 
item 20 (I like all o f the students in my reading class and they like me.). By school, 
standard deviations at the SFA school ranged from a low o f .62 for MCI-SPF item 1 (I 
enjoy the schoolwork in my reading class.) to a high of 1.00 for MCI-SPF item 13 (I 
feel bad when I don’t do as well as the others in my reading class) and item 20 (I like 
all o f the students in my reading class and they like me.). By grade level, standard 
deviations at the SFA school ranged from a low of .47 for MCI-SPF item 1 (I enjoy the 
schoolwork in my reading class) in grade 4 to a high of 1.02 for MCI-SPF item 7 (Some 
of the children in my reading class are mean to me.) in grade 3.
Standard deviations for the language-based school ranged from a low of .34 for 
MCI-SPF item 1 (I enjoy the schoolwork in my reading class) to a high o f 1.40 for 
RSPS item 5 (I like to read aloud.). By grade level within the language-based school, 
standard deviations ranged from a low o f  .34 for MCI-SPF item 21 (My reading class is 
fun.) in grade 3 to a high of 1.01 for MCI-SPF item 8 (I want my work in reading to be 
better than my friends work) in grade 2, item 15 (All o f the students in my reading class 
are my close friends.) in grade 2, item 18 (I always try to do my work in reading better 
than the other students.) in grade 2, item 20 (I like all o f the students in my reading 
class and they like me.) in grade 2, and item 25 (In my reading class, the children like 
each other as friends.) in grades 2 and 4.
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Developmental Reading Assessment (DRA)
Descriptive statistics for the DRA instrument used in this study were computed 
for the total sample and by grade level for the total sample o f  students at each of the 
two participating schools in grades 2 and 3 for DRA-Pre, DRA-Post, and DRA- 
Difference. Table D.7 reports means and standard deviations by grade level at each 
school.
Total sample means for DRA-Pre, DRA-Post, and DRA-Difference were 14.18, 
26.30, and 12.12 respectively. For the SFA school DRA sample means were: 14.75 for 
DRA-Pre, 26.16 for DRA-Post, and 11.41 for DRA-DifFerence. By grade level at the 
SFA school, DRA means in Grade 2 were 9.57 for DRA-Pre, 21.49 for DRA-Post, and
11.91 for DRA-Difference. Grade 3 DRA means at the SFA school for DRA-Pre, DRA- 
Post, and DRA-Difference were 20.09, 30.97, and 10.88 respectively.
For the language-based school sample, DRA means ranged from 13.61 for 
DRA-Pre to 26.44 for DRA-Post with a mean of 12.83 for DRA-Difference. By grade 
level, at the language-based school, DRA means were 8.77 for DRA-Pre, 21.26 for 
DRA-Post, and 12.49 for DRA-Difference in grade 2. In grade 3, DRA means for 
DRA-Pre, DRA-Post, and DRA-Difference were 18.46, 31.63, and 13.17.
Standard deviations for DRA scores in the total sample were 9.59 for DRA-Pre,
10.30 for DRA-Post, and 5.99 for DRA-Difference. By school, standard deviations at 
the SFA school for DRA scores for pre-, post-, and difference measures were 9.78, 9.22, 
and 3.83. By grade level, standard deviations at the SFA school ranged from a low of 
3.68 for DRA difference in grade 2 to a high o f 10.71 for DRA pre-test in grade 3.
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Standard deviations for the language-based school ranged from a low of 6.87 for DRA 
difference in grade 3 to a high of 11.49 for DRA post-test in grade 2.
Summary of Results o f  Factor Analyses 
A series o f factor analyses procedures was completed for the RSPS before 
proceeding with reliability analyses and analyses pertinent to the major research 
questions in this study. Results of these analyses for the RSPS are reported in the 
section that follows.
RSPS Factor Analyses 
To confirm the previously documented structure of the self-efficacy construct as 
measured by the Reader Self-Perception Scale (RSPS), confirmatory factor analyses 
procedures using the oblique (OBLIMIN) rotation techniques (SPSS,) were completed 
using the total sample o f student data. As reported by RSPS developers (Henk & 
Melnick, 1995) four factors were rotated using an direct oblimin rotation procedure.
The rotated solution, as shown in Table 1, yielded four interpretable factors, progress, 
observational comparison, social feedback, and physiological states, confirming results 
reported by Henk & Melnick (1995). Factor loadings ranged from a low of .37 to a 
high of .77. In instances o f cross loadings, items were retained on the factor of highest 
loading if the difference between loading exceeded .20. Highest item loadings for five 
items did not meet this original criterion, but were retained on the factor of highest 
loading after review of conceptual fit with the subscale construct. One item, RSPS 19, 
did not load and was deleted from subsequent data analyses. The percentage of variance 
explained in the data for this solution was 48.95%.
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Results o f these analyses provide confirmatory evidence that reading self- 
efficacy, as measured by the RSPS is a four-dimensional construct comprised o f 
metacognitive, social, and physiological components.
Descriptive Statistical Summaries for Factored Instrument Subscales 
Descriptive statistical summaries for the factored subscales o f  the RSPS and the 
MCI-SPF were completed for the sample o f students. Table 2 depicts summaries o f 
descriptive statistics for all instrument subscales used in the study in both schools. Table 
3 includes descriptive statistics for students by school and Table 4 reports descriptive 
statistics for students within each school by grade level. Results are reported in the 
sections that follow.
RSPS Subscale Descriptive Statistical Summary 
Descriptive statistics for the revised RSPS used for subsequent analyses for the 
total student sample are included in Table 2. Table 3 presents descriptive summaries for 
students by school and Table 4 presents descriptive summaries within school by grade 
level. The tables also include results summaries for the subscale mean scores as 
expressed as percentages o f the maximum possible subscale score (M%Max). These 
percentages allow for a more direct comparison of the RSPS subscale scores because the 
number o f items on the various subscales differ from one subscale to the next. RSPS 
subscale means for the total sample o f  students ranged from a low o f 21.99 (RSPS- 
Progress) to a high of 37.98 (RSPS-Social Feedback). Mean percentages o f maximum 
possible scores varied from 73% for the subscale RSPS-Observational Comparison to 
88% for the subscale RSPS-Progress. Standard deviations for the RSPS total student
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Table 1
Summary o f  Rotated Factor Patter Coefficients for a 4-Factor Direct Oblimin Solution 
for the Reader Self-Perception Scale HASPS') (n=209'>____________________________
RSPS Item* Communality
Estimatesb I n
Factor Coefficients 
III IV
2 .61 .13 .20 -.30 .77
3 .50 .20 .33 -.21 .67
4 .43 .14 .64 -.13 .23
5 .16 .19 .38 -8.36E-02 .13
6 .64 4.0E-02 .75 -.11 .32
7 .44 .27 .42 -.30 .57
8 .43 .30 .32 -.63 .26
9 .51 .34 .43 -.32 .63
10 .20 .37 .31 -9.90E-02 .21
11 .60 2.7E-02 .75 -.17 9.24E-02
12 .51 .44 .23 -.36 .63
13 .49 .66 .18 -.35 .34
14 .48 .40 .65 -.22 6.58E-02
15 .44 .61 .17 -9.34E-02 .23
16 .58 .25 .22 -.73 .37
17 .54 .30 .36 -.28 .69
18 .44 .65 .29 -.26 8.2E-02
19 .10 .23 .25 -8.45E-02 -3.63E-02
20 .58 .36 .72 -.28 1.95E-02
21 .53 .48 .42 -.64 .21
22 .47 .27 .58 -.48 .12
23 .61 .76 .16 -.41 .11
24 .52 .71 .18 -.26 5.3E-02
25 .58 .29 .12 -.76 .24
26 .52 .23 .23 -.71 .12
27 .57 .73 .28 -.35 5.25E-02
28 .43 .63 .19 -.38 .14
29 .61 .25 .12 -.77 .21
30 .42 .31 .26 -.36 .60
31 .63 .50 .20 -.48 .67
Table continues
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RSPS Item* Communality 
____________ Estimates1*______ I n
Factor Coefficients
__________ m IV
32
33
.60
.54
.32
.43
.22
8.78E-02
-.77
-.49
.18
.59
Variance
Explained* 28.1% 8.97% 6.67% 5.2%
Total Variance
Explained6 48.9%________________________________________________
“Reader Self Perception Scale
bSum of squared loadings for this four-factor solution
Expressed as a percentage o f variance explained in the data for each factor in the 
solution
“Expressed as a percentage of variance as explained in the data for the solution.
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sample ranged from 5.22 for the subscale RSPS-Progress to 6.12 for the subscale RSPS- 
Social Feedback.
Comparisons o f RSPS subscale descriptive statistics across schools revealed that 
means for students within schools ranged from a low o f 20.89 (RSPS-Observational 
Comparison) at the language-based school to a high o f 39.04 (RSPS-Social Feedback) at 
the SFA school. Mean percentages o f maximum possible scores varied from 70 % for the 
subscale RSPS-Observational Comparison at the language-based school to 89% for the 
subscale RSPS-Progress at the SFA school. Standard deviations for for the RSPS by 
school the ranged from 4.21 for the subscale RSPS-Progress at the SFA school to 6.27 for 
the subscale RSPS-Social Feedback at the language-based school.
Across grade levels, within schools, descriptive statistics for RSPS subscales 
ranged from a low mean of 19.83 (RSPS-Observational Comparison) in grade 4 at the 
language-based school to a high o f 39.62 (RSPS-Social Feedback) in grade 3 at the SFA 
school. Mean percentages o f maximum possible scores varied from 74 % for the 
subscale RSPS-Observational Comparison in grade 2 at the language-based school to 
92% for the subscale RSPS-Progress in grade 4 at the SFA school. Standard deviations 
for the RSPS within schools by grade level the ranged from 3.91 for the subscale RSPS- 
Progress in grade 3 at the SFA School to 7.87 for the subscale RSPS-Progress in grade 2 
at the language-based school.
MCI-SPF Subscale Descriptive Statistical Summary
Descriptive statistics for the revised 14 item MCI-SPF used for subsequent 
analyses for the total student sample are included in Table 2. Table 5 presents
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Table 2
Summary of Instrument Subscale Descriptive Statistics for the RSPS and MCI-SPF
( n—209Y1________________________________________________________________
Instrument/Subscale M SD M%Max
Reading Self-Perception
Scale (RSPSX33)C
Subscales
Progress(8)d 35.21 5.22 88.0
Observational Comparison(6) 21.99 5.31 73.0
Social Feedback(9) 37.98 6.12 84.0
Physiological States(8) 34.13 5.80 85.0
My Class Inventory - Short Personal Form
(MCI-SPFXM)
Subscales
Satisfaction (3) 2.12 1.59 71.0
Friction (3) -2.07 1.63 -69.0
Competitiveness (2) .67 1.62 33.0
Difficulty(2) -1.18 1.36 -59.0
Cohesivenes(4) .65 2.94 10.0
“Number of valid cases with no missing values
bSubscale mean score expressed as a percentage o f the maximum possible score 
Total number of items on instrument 
dNumber of items on subscale
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Table 3
Summary o f  Instrument Subscale Descriptive Statistics for the RSPS by School
(n=209T____________________________________________________________
School/Subscale M SD M%Max
SFA School
Subscales (33 )c
Progress(8)d 35.70 4.21 89.0%
Observational Companson(6) 23.11 4.67 77.0%
Social Feedback(9) 39.04 5.81 87.0%
Physiological States(8) 34.51 6.00 86.0%
Language-based School
Subscales
Progress(8)d 34.71 6.04 87.0%
Observational Comparison (6) 20.89 5.69 70.0%
Social Feedback(9) 36.93 6.27 82.0%
Physiological Statesf8> 33.76 5.60 84.0%
“Number o f valid cases with no missing values
bSubscale mean score expressed as a percentage o f the maximum possible score 
T o ta l number of items on instrument 
umber o f  items on subscale
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Table 4
Summary o f Instrument Subscale Descriptive Statistics for the RSPS within School by
Grade Level fn=209T_______________________________________________________
School/Subscale M SD M%Max
SFA School 
Subscales (33)°
Grade 2 34.06 4.38 85.0
Grade 3 36.44 3.91 91.0
Grade 4 36.63 3.94 92.0
Observational Comparison(6)
Grade 2 22.94 4.40 76.0
Grade 3 23.59 5.09 79.0
Grade 4 22.80 4.60 76.0
Social Feedback(9)
Grade 2 37.94 5.25 84.0
Grade 3 39.62 5.75 88.0
Grade 4 39.57 6.37 88.0
Physiological States(8)
Grade 2 32.66 5.65 82.0
Grade 3 35.00 5.80 87.0
Grade 4 35.89 6.22 90.0
Language-based School
Subscales
Progress(8)d
Grade 2 33.83 7.87 85.0
Grade 3 34.71 5.85 87.0
Grade 4 35.60 3.71 89.0
(table continue
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School/Subscale M___________SD M%Max
Language-based School
Observational Comparison(6) 
Grade 2
Grade 3
Grade 4
Social Feedback(9)
Grade 2 
Grade 3 
Grade 4
Physiological States(8)
Grade 2 
Grade 3 
Grade 4
22.34 5.44 74.0
20.49 5.22 68.0
19.83 6.22 66.0
38.29 7.06 85.0
35.91 6.18 80.0
36.60 5.41 81.0
34.23 6.04 86.0
33.26 5.56 83.0
33.80 5.29 85.0
“Number o f valid cases with no missing values
bSubscale mean score expressed as a percentage of the maximum possible score 
“Total number o f items on instrument 
‘‘Number o f  items on subscale
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descriptive summaries for students by school and Table 4 presents descriptive 
summaries within school by grade level. The tables also include results summaries for 
the subscale mean scores as expressed as percentages of the maximum possible 
subscale score (M%Max). These percentages allow for a more direct comparison of the 
MCI-SPF subscale scores because the number o f items on the various subscales differ 
from one subscale to the next. MCI-SPF subscale means for the total sample o f students 
ranged from a low of .65 (MCI-SPF Cohesiveness) to a high of 2.12 (MCI-SPF 
Satisfaction). Mean percentages o f maximum possible scores varied from 10% for the 
subscale MCI-SPF Cohesiveness to 71 % for the subscale MCI-SPF Satisfaction.
Standard deviations for the MCI-SPF total student sample ranged from 1.36 for the 
subscale MCI-SPF Difficulty to 2.94 for the subscale MCI-SPF Cohesiveness.
Comparisons o f MCI-SPF subscale descriptive statistics across schools revealed 
that means for students within schools ranged from a low of .44 (MCI-SPF Cohesiveness) 
at the SFA school to a high of 2.37 (MCI-SPF Satisfaction) at the language-based school. 
Mean percentages of maximum possible scores varied from 7% for the subscale MCI-SPF 
Cohesiveness at the SFA school to 79% for the subscale MCI-SPF Satisfaction at the 
language-based school. Standard deviations for the MCI-SPF within schools ranged from 
1.06 for the subscale MCI-SPF Difficulty at the language-based school to 2.99 for the 
subscale MCI-SPF Cohesiveness at the SFA school.
Across grade levels, within schools, descriptive statistics for MCI-SPF subscales 
ranged from a low mean of -.06 (MCI-SPF Competitiveness) in grade 2 at language- 
based school to a high of 2.77 (MCI-SPF Satisfaction) in grade 3 at the language-based
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school. Mean percentages o f maximum possible scores varied from -3% for the 
subscale MCI-SPF Competition in grade 2 at the language-based school to 92% for the 
subscale MCI-SPF Satisfaction at the language-based school. Standard deviations for 
the MCI-SPF within schools by grade level ranged from 1.06 for the subscale MCI-SPF 
Difficulty in grade 3 at the language-based school to 3.27 for the subscale MCI-SPF 
Cohesiveness in grade 3 at the SFA school.
Summary o f Reliability Analyses 
Cronbach Alpha internal consistency reliability coefficients were computed for 
all instrument subscales used in the study (Table 7) along with summaries o f alpha (if 
item deleted) coefficients for each item retained on the RSPS and the MCI-SPF 
factored subscales (Table 8). The sample for these analyses comprised the total sample 
o f students for all schools. The sections that follow summarize the results o f the 
reliability analyses completed. The reliability coefficients reported for the RSPS are 
based on item/scale aggregations resulting from the factor analysis completed on the 
instrument as a part o f this study. For the MCI-SPF. reliability coefficients reported in 
the study are based on item/scale aggregations resulting from factor analysis completed 
on the instrument bv Dellinger. Daniel, and Hinson (2000) as part of a separate study.
RSPS Reliability Analyses 
Cronbach Alpha internal consistency reliability coefficients were computed for 
each o f the four RSPS subscales for the sample o f  students (n=209) in two schools. For 
this sample o f students, Alpha coefficients for each o f the RSPS subscales were as 
follows: Progress. (r=.62); Observational Comparison. (r=.81); Social Feedback.
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Table 5
Summary of Instrument Subscale Descriptive Statistics for the MCI-SPF by School
(n=209y*
School/Subscale M SD M%Max
SFA School (n= 104) 
Subscales (14)c
Satisfaction (3) 1.87 1.80 62.0
Friction (3) -2.10 1.60 -70.0
Competitiveness (2) .65 1.61 33.0
DifTiculty(2) -1.33 1.27 -66.0
Cohesivenes(4) .44 2.99 7.0
Language-based School
Subscales
Satisfaction (3) 2.37 1.31 79.0
Friction (3) -1.80 1.59 -68.0
Competitiveness (2) 1.09 1.40 34.0
Difficulty(2) -1.37 1.06 -51.0
Cohesivenes(4) 2.26 2.70 14.0
“Number of valid cases with no missing values
bSubscale mean score expressed as a percentage of the maximum possible score 
Total number of items on instrument 
‘‘Number of items on subscale
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Table 6
Summary o f Instrument Subscale Descriptive Statistics for the MCI-SPF within School
bv Grade Level (n=209 Y_____________________________________________________
School/Subscale________________________ M___________ SD__________M%Max
SFA School 
Subscales (14)c
Satisfaction (3)d
Grade 2 2.43 1.33 81.0
Grade 3 1.00 2.09 33.0
Grade 4 2.14 1.63 71.0
Friction (3)
Grade 2 -2.43 1.24 -81.0
Grade 3 -1.71 1.77 -57.0
Grade 4 -2.14 1.70 -71.0
Competitiveness (2)
Grade 2 1.14 1.40 57.0
Grade 3 .47 1.64 24.0
Grade 4 .34 1.71 17.0
Difficulty(2)
Grade 2 -1.14 1.40 -57.0
Grade 3 -1.41 1.16 -71.0
Grade 4 -1.43 1.24 -71.0
Cohesivenes(4)
Grade 2 129 3 19 I™
Grade 3 -.53 3.27 -13.0
Grade 4 .54 2.23 16.0
Language-based School
Subscales
Satisfaction (3)
Grade 2 2.37 1.17 79.0
Grade 3 2.77 .65 92.0
Grade 4 1.97 1.77 66.0
(table continues!
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School/Subscale M___________SD__________ M%Max
Language-based School 
Friction(2)
Grade 2 -1.97 1.56 -66.0
Grade 3 -2.37 1.59 -79.0
Grade 4 -1.80 1.83 -60.0
Competitiveness (2)
Grade 2 - .06 1.78 - 3.0
Grade 3 1.09 1.40 54.0
Grade 4 1.03 1.48 51.0
Difficulty (2)
Grade 2 - .51 1.70 -26.0
Grade 3 -1.37 1.06 -69.0
Grade 4 -1.20 1.39 -60.0
Cohesiveness (4)
Grade 2 .77 2.73 10.0
Grade 3 2.26 2.70 51.0
Grade 4 - .49 2.58 -20.0
“Number of valid cases with no missing values
bSubscale mean score expressed as a percentage o f the maximum possible score 
T otal number o f items on instrument 
d u m b er of items on subscale
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Table 7
Summary o f Alpha Reliability Coefficients for all Subscales of the RSPS and MCI-SPF
for Students (n=209Y________________________________________________________
Instrument/Subscale________________________________________Alpha Coefficient
Reading Self-Perception 
Scale (RSPSX32)b
Subscales
Progress (8)c
Observational Comparison(4)
Social Feedback (9)
Physiological States (8)
My Class Inventory - Short Personal Form 
(MCI-SPFX14)
Subscales
Satisfaction(3)
Friction(3)
Competitiveness (2)
Difficulty (2)
Cohesivenes(4)
“Number of valid cases with no missing values
‘Total number o f items for the factor analyzed version of the instrument used in this 
study
'Number of items on subscale
.62
.62
.64
.59
.72
.62
.81
.83
.81
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Table 8
Summary of Intercorrelations and Alpha Coefficients for Items/Subscales of the RSPS
and MCI-SPF tn=209)a______________________________________________________
Alpha if  Item
Subscale/Item__________________________________________________ Deleted
RSPS/Progress
10 .60
13 .58
15 .58
18 .58
23 .56
24 .57
27 .56
28 .57
RSPS/Observational Comparison
4 .79
6 .76
11 .77
14 .79
20 .78
22 .79
RSPS/Social Feedback
2 .82
j .82
7 .81
9 .81
12 .82
17 .81
30 .82
31 .81
33 .82
RSPS/Physiological States
5 .85
8 .79
16 .78
21 .78
25 .77
26 .78
29 .77
32 .77
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(table continues)
Subscale/Item_____________________________________________ Aloha Coefficient
MCI-SPF/Satisfaction
1 .66
11 .43
21 .40
MC I-SPF/Friction
2 .64
12 .41
22 .47
MCI-SPF/Competitiveness
8 4c
18 *
MCI-SPF/Difficulty
4 4c
19 *
MCI-SPF/Cohesiveness
5 .67
15 .64
20 .62
25 .71
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(r=.83); and Physiological States. (r=.81). Table 7 depicts a summary o f Alpha 
reliability coefficients for all instrument subscales, along with the number o f items for 
each subscale used in the study.
MCI-SPF Reliability Analyses 
Cronbach Alpha internal consistency reliability coefficients were computed for 
each of the five MCI-SPF subscales for the total sample of students (n=209) in two 
schools. For this sample of students, Alpha coefficients were as follows: Satisfaction. 
(r=.62); Friction. (r=.62); Competitiveness. (r=.64); Difficulty. (r=.59); and 
Cohesiveness. (r=.72). Table 7 provides a summary o f the Alpha reliability coefficients 
for all MCI-SPF subscales, along with the number of items for each subscale used in 
this study. Reviews o f  Alpha (if item deleted) coefficients (Table 8) revealed a general 
inconsistency o f coefficients for MCI-SPF subscales, with the exception o f the 
Cohesiveness subscale which is relatively consistent. This inconsistency provides 
further evidence to support the need for instrument redesign.
Results o f Analyses for Primary Research Hypotheses 
A series o f six primary research hypotheses guided major data analyses in this 
study. The first three hypotheses postulate that students participating in the SFA reading 
program will show statistically significant differences in self-efficacy toward reading, 
reading level, and personal perceptions o f the learning environment when compared to 
students participating in the language-based comparison group. Primary hypothesis four 
predicts the existence o f  statistically significant differences in subscale scores on the 
RSPS between the two groups. The relationship between measures o f self-efficacy,
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reading level, and student perceptions o f the learning environment are the focus of 
primary hypotheses five and six. Results o f analyses for each primary hypothesis are 
presented in the sections that follow.
Primary Hypothesis 1: Students in grades two and three participating in the SFA 
reading program will show greater statistically significant positive differences in 
student self-efficacy toward reading than students participating in the language-based 
comparison group.
A one-way analysis of variance (ANOVA) was conducted to evaluate the 
relationship between instructional program in reading and general reading self-efficacy. 
The independent variable, instructional program in reading, included two programs: 
SFA and language-based. The dependent variable was general reading self efficacy as 
measured by item #1 of the RSPS. The ANOVA was significant, F(l, 203)=6.84, g=.01 
and F( 1, 203)=4.33, jy=.04 for instructional program and for grade level within 
instructional program respectively (Table 9). The strength o f the relationship between 
instructional program and general reading self-efficacy, as assessed by t|2, was weak, 
with the instructional program accounting for only 3% of the variance in the dependent 
variable. The strength of the relationship between grade level within instructional 
program and general reading self-efficacy as assessed by i\2, was also weak, with grade 
level accounting for 4% o f the variance o f the dependent variable.
Follow-up tests were conducted to evaluate pairwise differences among the 
means. Because the test o f homogeneity o f variance was significant, p=.001, post hoc 
comparisons between grade levels were conducted using the Dunnett’s C test, a test that
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does not assume equal variances among the three groups. Post hoc comparisons for 
grade levels were not significant. The results of these tests, as well as the means and 
standard deviations for the two instructional groups and grade levels are reported in 
Table 10. There were significant differences in the means between the SFA group and 
the language-based comparison group, but no significant differences between the two 
grade level means within each instructional group.
To further evaluate the effect o f the instructional program in reading (SFA, non- 
SFA), as well as any grade level effects on the four sources o f reading self-efficacy as 
measured by the RSPS (Progress, Observational Comparison, Social Feedback, 
Physiological States) a one-way multivariate analysis o f variance (MANOVA) was 
conducted. Instructional program in reading (SFA, language-based) and grade level (2, 
3) served as the independent variables and the four sources of reading self-efficacy 
(Progress, Observational Comparison, Social Feedback, Physiological States) served as 
the dependent variables. Significant differences were found among the instructional 
programs and among grade levels on the dependent variables, Wilks’ A=.94, F(4, 
200)=2.99, p<.05 and Wilks’A=.92, F(8,400)=2.03, p<05, respectively. The 
multivariate q2 based on Wilks’A was weak for both instructional program and grade 
level, .06 and .04. Results are given in Table 11.
A discriminant analysis was conducted as a follow-up procedure to the 
significant MANOVA to determine which sources of self-efficacy information as 
measured on the RSPS - progress, observational comparison, social feedback, 
physiological states-could best discriminate between students participating in SFA or
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Table 9
ANOVA Analysis o f RSPS General Reading Self-Efficacy by Instructional Program 
and Grade_______________________________________________________________
F P
Instructional Program 6.84 .01*
Grade .09 .91
Instructional Proeram X Grade 4.33 04*
*p<05
Table 10
ANOVA Descriptive Statistics and Post Hoc Test Results
Instructional Program/Grade M SD Post Hoc
SFA
Grade 2 4.43 .78 NS
Grade 3 4.85 .44 NS
Grade 4 4.66 .71 NS
Language-based
Grade 2 4.57 .85 NS
Grade 3 4.26 .78 NS
Grade4 4.39 .83 NS
NS: post-hoc test was non-significant
*p<05
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language-based instructional programs in reading. The overall Wilks’ lambda was 
significant, A=.95, x2(4,209)=l 1.56,p<05, indicating that, overall, the sources o f self- 
efficacy as measured by the RSPS subscales did differentiate between students 
participating in SFA and language-based instructional programs in reading. Because the 
test was significant, the function was interpreted.
Table 12 presents the standardized discriminant function coefficients and pooled 
within-groups correlations between discriminating variables and the standardized 
canonical discriminant function. The variables are ordered by absolute size of correlation 
within the function. As seen from the standardized discriminant coefficients , as well as 
the canonical correlations (Table 12), the canonical variable 1 (instructional programs) is 
related most strongly to the RSPS-Observational Comparison (r=.89) and RSPS-Social 
Feedback (r=.73) subscales. The unstandardized canonical discriminant function 
evaluated at group means were.24 for the SFA group and -.24 for the language-based 
group.
The results suggest that the two groups differ primarily in their scores on RSPS- 
Observational Comparison and RSPS-Social Feedback subscales. As a group, students 
participating in the SFA instructional program in reading had higher subscale scores on 
the observational comparison and social feedback subscales of the RSPS than did the 
group of students participating in the language-based instructional program in reading.
Primary Hypothesis 2: Students in grades two and three participating in the SFA 
reading program will exhibit larger statistically significant postive pre-test/post-test 
changes in student reading levels as measured by the DRA than students in the language- 
based comparison group.
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Table 11
MANOVA Analysis o f RSPS Subscales by Instructional Program, Grade, and 
Instructional Program X Grade________________________________________
A F P
Instructional Program .94 2.99 .02*
Grade .92 2.03 .04*
Instructional Program X Grade .97 .82 .56
*p< 05
Table 12
Discriminant Function Analysis o f RSPS Subscales
Variable Set
Standardized Discriminant 
Function Coefficient Correlation®
RSPS-Observational
Comparison .77 .89
RSPS-Social Feedback .56 .73
RSPS-Progress .05 .40
RSPS-Phvsiological States -.41 .27
“Pooled within-groups correlations between discriminating variables and standardized 
canonical discriminant function.
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A one-way analysis of variance (ANOVA) was conducted to evaluate the 
relationship between instructional program in reading and the change in students' 
reading levels as measured by the DRA. The independent variable, instructional 
program in reading, included two programs: SFA and language-based. The dependent 
variable was the pre-test/post-test change in students’ reading levels as measured by the 
DRA from August 1998 to May 1999. The ANOVA was not significant, F(2,
139)= 1.001, p=.370. As the ANOVA yielded a nonsignificant result post-hoc tests were 
not conducted. Results are given in Table 13.
Table 13
ANOVA Analysis o f  DRA by Instructional Program, Grade, and Instructional Program 
X Grade____________________________________________________________________
F P
Instructional Program .03 .87
Grade 1.98 .16
Instructional Program X Grade .71 .40
*p<05
Primary Hypothesis 3: Statistically significant differences in students’ personal 
perceptions o f  the learning environment will exist between the two instructional 
programs.
Initial examination of descriptive statistics for MCI-SPF data revealed a failure 
o f the data to meet the multivariate normality and equal covariance assumptions 
required for parametric hypothesis testing. In addition, mean scale scores were discrete 
and not continuous. As a result, testing o f  the hypothesis was not accomplished.
To determine which of the five MCI subscales could best predict membership in 
the SFA and language-based instructional programs and the probabilities associated with
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those predictions, a logistic regression was performed. SFA and language-based 
instructional programs served as groups in the regression model and the five MCI-SPF 
subscales (Satisfaction, Friction, Competition, Cohesiveness, and Difficulty) served as 
predictor variables. Two of the predictor variables were significant: Satisfaction and 
Difficulty, p=.001 and p=.03 respectively. Table 14 presents the results, including 
probabilities, for the five predictor variables in the model.
Interpretation o f the probabilities suggest that students with high satisfaction 
subscale scores on the MCI-SPF are 2.3 times more likely to be members o f the 
language-based group. In addition, students with high difficulty subscale scores on the 
MCI-SPF are 1.6 times more likely to be members o f the language-based group.
Primary Hypothesis 4: Statistically significant differences will be exhibited in 
students’ subscale scores on components o f student self-efficacy toward reading as 
measured by the RSPS between the two groups.
A one-way multivariate analysis o f variance (MANOVA) was conducted to 
determine the effect o f the two types o f instructional programs in reading (SFA, 
language-based) on the four dependent variables (RSPS-Progress, RSPS-Observational 
Comparison, RSPS-Social Feedback, and RSPS-Physiological States). Effects examined 
were instructional program in reading (SFA, language-based), grade level (2, 3,4), and 
grade level within school. As previously stated, significant differences were found 
among the instructional programs and among grade levels on the dependent variables, 
Wilks’A=.94, F(4, 200)=2.99, p< 05 and Wilks’A= 92, F(8,400)=2.03, p< 05, 
respectively. The multivariate r\2 based on Wilks’A was weak for both instructional 
program and grade level, .06 and .04. Results are given in Table 10.
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Table 14
Logistic Regression Analysis of MCI-SPF to Predict Group Membership in SFA or 
language-based Instructional Programs_____________________________________
Predictor Variable
Coefficient for 
Predictor Variable P ExpfBi
MCI-SPF Satisfaction .84 .001* 2.31
MCI-SPF Cohesiveness .10 .65 1.10
MCI-SPF Friction .22 .45 1.24
MCI-SPF Competition .44 .80 1.04
MCI-SPF Difficulty .48 .03* 1.62
*p<05
Table 15
MANOVA Tests o f Between Subjects Effects for RSPS Subscale Items by Instructional
Program. Grade, and Instructional Program *Grade (n=2091
Source/Dependent Variable F P
Instructional Program
RSPS-Progress 1.94 .17
RSPS-Observational Comparison 9.56 .002*
RSPS-Social Feedback 6.89 .012*
RSPS-Physiological States 1.10 .295
Grade
RSPS-Progress 3.35 .04*
RSPS-Observational Comparison 1.15 .32
RSPS-Social Feedback .07 .93
RSPS-Physiological States .78 .46
School *Grade
RSPS-Progress .37 .69
RSPS-Observational Comparison 1.28 .28
RSPS-Social Feedback 2.22 .11
RSPS-Phvsiological States 1.83 .16
*p<05
82
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
Results o f  a follow-up discriminant analysis indicated that the sources o f 
efficacy measured by the RSPS did differentiate between students participating in SFA 
and language-based programs in reading. Interpretation o f  the function (Table 11) 
revealed that students participating in the two instructional programs differed in the 
RSPS-Observational Comparison and RSPS -Social Feedback subscales o f the RSPS.
Tests o f between subject effects (Table 15) yielded significant effects for 
instructional program within two of the RSPS subscales: RSPS-Observational 
Comparison, F(l, 208)=6.39, p<.05 and RSPS-Social Feedback, F(l,208)=9.58, g<.05. 
In addition, significant effects for grade were observed for the RSPS-Progress subscale, 
F(2, 208)=3.40, p<05.
Further examination o f group means revealed that by school, students in the 
SFA instructional program in reading demonstrated statistically significant larger mean 
values on RSPS-Social Feedback and RSPS-Observational Comparison subscale scores 
than did students participating in the language-based comparison group. In addition, by 
grade level, students in grade 2 had statistically significant lower mean scores for the 
RSPS-Progress subscale than did students in grades 3 and 4.
Primary Hypothesis 5: A positive relationship exists between students’ self- 
efficacy toward reading as measured by the RSPS and changes in students’ reading 
level as measured by the DRA.
To examine this research question, Pearson correlation coefficients were 
computed between the subscales of the RSPS (RSPS-Progress, RSPS-Observational 
Comparison, RSPS-Social Feedback, RSPS-Physiological States) and change in student
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reading level as measured by the difference in pre-test/post-test reading levels as 
measured by the DRA (DRADIFF). The results of the correlational analyses presented in 
Table 16 show that only one o f the correlations was statistically significant. The 
correlation between DRADIFF and RSPS-Progress was significant, r(209)=.21, p< 05. In 
general, the results suggest a very slight positive relationship between student 
perceptions o f satisfaction with their progress in reading ability as measured by the 
RSPS-Progress subscale and larger changes in reading level as measured by DRA pre- 
test/post-test differences. Students reporting perceptions o f increased progress in reading 
would tend to have larger DRA pre-test/post-test differences.
Primary Hypothesis 6: A positive relationship exists between students’ self- 
efficacy toward reading as measured by the RSPS and students’ personal perceptions of 
the learning environment as measured by the MCI-SPF.
As initial exploration o f MCI-SPF data revealed the data to be discrete rather than 
continuous, Spearman correlation coefficients were computed to examine this research 
hypothesis. Spearman correlation coefficients were calculated between the four 
subscales o f the RSPS (RSPS-Progress, RSPS-Observational Comparison, RSPS-Social 
Feedback, RSPS-Physiological States) and the five subscales o f the MCI-SPF 
(Satisfaction, Cohesiveness, Friction, Competition, and Difficulty). The results of the 
correlational analyses presented in Table 17 show that only one o f the correlations was 
statistically significant. The correlation between RSPS-Physiological States and MCI- 
SPF Satisfaction was significant, r(209)=.20, p< 01.
In general, the results suggest a very weak positive relationship between student 
perceptions o f satisfaction with their learning environment as measured by the MCI-SPF
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Table 16
Summary o f Correlations Between RSPS Subscales and DRA Pre-test/Post-Test 
Dififererence Scores___________________________________________________
Instrument/Subscale DRADiff*
RSPS
Progress .21*
Observational Comparison -.09
Social Feedback .001
Physiological States .05
“DRA pre-test/post-test change in reading level
*p<.05
Table 17
Summary o f Correlations Between MCI-SPF and RSPS Subscales
Instrument/Subscale Proe*
RSPS
ObsCompb SocFdbkc PhvsSf1
MCI-SPF
Satisfaction .14 .03 .13 .20**
Cohesiveness -.08 .07 .09 .12
Friction .04 .07 -.12 .09
Competition .00 -.03 -.01 -.01
Difficulty -.08 -.01 -.09 -.15*
“RSPS Progress subscale 
bRSPS Observational Comparison subscale 
CRSPS Social Feedback subscale 
dRSPS Physiological States subscale
**p<001
*p< 05
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Satisfaction subscale and student perceptions o f their physiological state during reading 
as measured RSPS-Physiological State subscale. Therefore, students expressing 
satisfaction with their learning environment would also tend to identify positive 
feelings about their physiological state during reading.
In addition, results also indicate a weak negative relationship between students’ 
personal perceptions of the difficulty within their learning environment as measured by 
the MSI-SPF and their physiological state during reading. This finding suggests that 
students describing their learning environment as difficult (high score on MCI-SPF 
Difficulty subscale) would also tend to identify negative feelings about their 
physiological state during reading (low score on RSPS-Physiological State subscale).
Secondary Research Hypotheses and Analyses 
In addition to the primary analyses, supplemental analyses were completed to 
address additional secondary research hypotheses. Results of these analyses are 
presented below relative to two secondary research hypotheses.
Secondary  Hypothesis 1: Statistically significant grade level differences will be 
demonstrated in student self-efficacy toward reading among the two groups.
A one-way multivariate analysis o f  variance (MANOVA) was conducted to 
determine the effect of grade level (2, 3, 4) on the four dependent variables (RSPS- 
Progress, RSPS-Observational Comparison, RSPS-Social Feedback, and RSPS- 
Physiological States. Grade level (2, 3 ,4 ) served as the independent variable and the 
four sources o f reading self-efficacy (Progress, Observational Comparison, Social 
Feedback, Physiological States) served as the dependent variables. 400)=2.03, p< 05,
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respectively. Significant differences were found among grade levels on the dependent 
variables, Wilks’A=.92, F(8,400)=2.03, The multivariate x\2 based on Wilks’A was 
weak grade level, .04. Results are given in Table 11. In addition, examination of 
means (Table 18) for grade effects revealed larger mean values for RSPS-Social 
Feedback and RSPS-Observational Comparison in grade 2. Additionally, mean values 
for RSPS-Physiological States and RSPS-Progress were lower than mean values for the 
same subscales in grades 3 and 4. Across all subscales, the greatest differences in mean 
values occurred between subscale scores in grade 2 and scores in grades 3 and 4.
Secondary Hypothesis 2: Statistically significant grade-level differences will be 
demonstrated in student perceptions o f the learning environment within and between 
the two groups.
As previously states, MCI-SPS data failed to meet the multivariate normality 
and equal covariance assumptions required for parametric hypothesis testing. Also, 
mean scale scores were discrete and not continuous. Therefore, the testing o f this 
hypothesis for statistical significance was not accomplished.
Examination of means for grade effects (Table 19) did reveal that, across all 
subscales, the greatest difference in mean values occurred between subscale scores in 
grade 2 and scores in grades 3 and 4. Students in grade 2 generally were more satisfied 
with their learning environment than students in grades 3 and 4. Grade 2 students 
perceived less difficulty, less friction, less competition, and more cohesion than did 
students in grades 3 and 4.
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Table 18
Mean Values for RSPS Grade Effects
Instrument/Subscale M
RSPS-Progress
Grade 2 4.24
Grade 3 4.45
Grade 4 4.51
RSPS-Observational Comparison
Grade 2 3.77
Grade 3 3.67
Grade 4 3.55
RSPS-Social Feedback
Grade 2 4.24
Grade 3 4.20
Grade 4 4.23
RSPS-Physiological States
Grade 2 4.21
Grade 3 4.30
Grade 4 436
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Summary
Chapter 4 presents a summary of data analyses conducted in this study. 
Descriptive summaries for the study sample including demographic characteristics of 
students and characteristics of sample schools are provided. Results of factor analyses 
is presented for the RSPS instrument used in this study. Summaries o f reliability 
analyses are provided for all survey instruments are reported. A summary o f results 
relative to each of six primary and two supplemental research hypotheses is provided.
Chapter 5 presents a summary o f major findings, as well as implications for 
future research.
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Table 19
Mean Values for MCI-SPF Grade Effects
Instrument/Subscale M
MCI-SPF Satisfaction
Grade 2 .80
Grade 3 .63
Grade 4 .69
MCI-SPF Competition
Grade 2 .27
Grade 3 .39
Grade 4 .34
MCI-SPF Friction
Grade 2 -.73
Grade 3 -.68
Grade 4 -.66
MCI-SPF Cohesiveness
Grade 2 .14
Grade 3 .20
Grade 4 .21
MCI-SPF Difficulty
Grade 2 -.41
Grade 3 -.70
Grade 4 -.66
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CHAPTER 5: CONCLUSIONS, DISCUSSION, IMPLICATIONS 
This chapter presents a summary o f the major findings and implications of the 
study. Included is a brief overview o f the study and a summary o f findings, possible 
explanations for the findings, as well as, a detailed discussion for each o f  the major 
areas addressed in the study. The discussion o f each area focuses on methodological, 
theoretical, and practical implications of the findings and suggestions for future 
research. The chapter concludes with a summary.
Overview o f the Study 
This study was designed to explore and test the significance o f  the relationship 
between specific instructional programs in reading and students’ self-efficacy toward 
reading, students’ personal perceptions o f the learning environment, and changes in 
students’ reading ability. Theoretical models representing current research findings in 
the area o f self-efficacy (Bandura 1995, 1993, 1986) and learning environments 
(Fraser, 1998, 1986, 1982; Fraser, Giddings, & McRobbie, 1995; Moos, 1980) served to 
organize and conceptualize the hypothesized linkages between student self-efficacy, 
perceptions o f the learning environment, and reading ability. The study was designed in 
response to the emerging research suggesting that students’ perceptions o f  their abilities 
and students’ perceptions of the learning environment may exert influence on 
subsequent student achievement. The study is considered a conceptual and empirical 
extension o f a number of recent investigations into the relationships between students’ 
perceptions o f their abilities and the learning environment and their subsequent 
performance (Fraser, 1998, 1986, 1982; Shell, Colvin, & Bruning, 1995; Shell, Murphy,
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& Bruning, 1989). O f particular interest in this study was the extent to which particular 
instructional programs in reading may influence student perceptions of their reading 
ability and their learning environment O f additional interest was the identification of 
which particular sources of self-efficacy information and which characteristics of the 
learning environment exhibited the greatest variation across instructional programs.
A set o f  primary research hypotheses was used to guide data collection and 
analyses in this study. Additionally, two secondary research hypotheses focusing on 
predicted grade-level differences were explored. To summarize, these hypotheses 
focused on: 1) the extent to which student self-efficacy toward reading differed across 
instructional programs and the nature o f  those differences, 2) the magnitude of the 
difference in pre-test/post-test reading levels across the two instructional programs, 3) 
the extent to which students’ personal perceptions o f the learning environment differ 
across instructional programs in reading and the nature of those differences, 4) the 
nature and strength o f the relationships between self-efficacy toward reading, personal 
perceptions o f the learning environment, and reading level as measured by the RSPS, 
MCI-SPF, and DRA, respectively, and 5) identification of any grade level differences in 
student self-efficacy toward reading and student personal perceptions o f the learning 
environment and the nature o f the differences.
The study was completed using data collected from two schools in southeastern 
Louisiana. Usable data measures of student self-efficacy toward reading and student 
personal perceptions o f the learning environment were collected in the spring o f 1999 
from a sample o f 209 students representing two schools and three grade levels. Student
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reading level data, as well as attendance and demographic data were made available by 
the schools through school level data profiles.
The sections that follow provide a summary o f major findings and conclusions 
from research activities completed in the study.
Major Findings, Discussion, and Conclusions 
Students’ Reading Self-Efficacv
One primary focus of the study was to ascertain whether or not significant 
reading self-efficacy existed between students participating in the SFA instructional 
program in reading and a language-based comparison group. Additionally, the nature of 
any differences detected between the groups was explored to determine their nature.
Based upon the results of a variety o f extensive analyses completed using the 
RSPS data, the following major findings were realized.
1) Students in the SFA reading program exhibited higher levels o f general 
reading self-efficacy than did students in the language-based comparison group.
2) Students in the SFA instructional program, when comparing their reading 
abilities to those o f  other students in their reading class, felt more positive about their 
performance than did students in the language-based comparison group.
3) Feelings about social feedback differed between the two groups with students 
participating in the SFA instructional program more likely to describe the social 
feedback received more positively than students participating in the language-based 
comparison group.
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4) Grade 2 students’ subscale scores varied across all subscales when compared 
to subscale scores o f students in grades 3 and 4.
The findings are consistent with those of other studies examining the nature of 
the self-efficacy construct and with the theory o f self-efficacy as described by Bandura. 
Bandura (1995, 1986) suggests in his theory o f  self-efficacy, that the comparisons of 
one’s performance to others (observational comparison) and the feedback received 
regarding that performance (social feedback) are second only to enactive attainment in 
influence on self-efficacy. Results from other studies suggest that students’ comparison 
of themselves to others performing similar tasks impacts self-efficacy toward that task.
In addition, the ffequent use of feedback, especially attributional feedback, is 
suggested by previous research (Schunk, 1989, 1985, 1983; Schunk & Rice,1987; 
Schunk & Swartz, 1993) to impact both student self-efficacy toward the task and 
student achievement.
Higher mean levels at grade 2 is consistent with other research into 
developmental differences in children’s perceptual abilities (Eccles, Lord, & Midgley, 
1993; Feldlaufer, Eccles & Midgley, 1988). Previous research postulates several 
explanations for this phenomenon: 1) the tendency o f young children to use only the 
endpoints of the Likert scale, especially the higher end of the scale (Pintrich & Schunk, 
1995); 2) the lack of information processing skills needed to integrate the information 
and make comparisons (Saami & Harris, 1988); 3) the inability o f young children to 
interpret feedback about task difficulty in the same manner as older children and adults 
(Marshall & Weinstein, 1984); and 4) the change in the nature o f classrooms as
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children progress in grade level (Eccles et al., 1993; Marshall & Weinstein, 1984; 
Rosenholtz & Simpson, 1984).
Several explanations may contribute to the differences noted between groups. 
First, the SFA reading program utilizes homogeneous cross-grade grouping for reading 
instruction. As a result, the range of reading abilities to which students are comparing 
themselves is much narrower than that present in the language-based program. With a 
narrower range o f abilities to which to compare themselves, the SFA students would 
tend to view their reading abilities, as compared to others within their group, more 
positively than would students in a classroom comprised of students exhibiting a wide 
range o f reading abilities.
Second, teachers in the SFA instructional program use detailed scripted lessons 
for the delivery o f instruction. The scripts contain and emphasize frequent use of 
attributional feedback by the teacher throughout the ninety minute lesson. In addition, 
expectations for student behavior when working in cooperative groups or with partners 
includes the use of frequent positive peer feedback. The use of positive peer feedback is 
modeled by the teacher and students are rewarded for its use within cooperative groups 
and partnerships. This emphasis on the importance o f frequent and positive feedback 
may provide students participating in the SFA instructional program with more 
consistent positive feedback from both the teacher and their peers than students 
participating in the language-based program which is less structured in nature. This 
difference in feedback would, naturally, manifest itself in the form of more positive 
feelings about the social feedback received relative to their reading performance.
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As the study focused on students in only two schools (SFA, language-based), the 
generalizability o f the self-efficacy findings is limited and could be possibly due to 
factors other than the instructional program in reading. Additional studies using a large 
number o f SFA and language-based schools required to determine if the differences in 
reading self-efficacy discovered in this study are replicable across most SFA and 
language-based populations. In addition, adding qualitative methods (i.e., classroom 
observation, student interviews, etc.) may provide additional insight into the nature of 
students’ differences with respect to observational comparison and social feedback 
across the two instructional programs.
Students’ Reading Levels
The study also focused on changes in students’ reading levels as measured by 
the DRA for students participating in SFA and language-based instructional programs 
in reading. The relationship between reading level, as measured by the DRA, and 
student reading self-efficacy, as measured by the RSPS, was examined to determine if a 
relationship exists, the nature of any relationship, and its strength.
The following major findings were realized as a result of analsyses:
1) The change in students’ reading levels as measured by the DRA was not 
significantly different between the two programs.
2) The relationship between changes in students’ reading levels as measured by 
the DRA and student self-efficacy as measured by the RSPS is weak and manifests 
itself only within the RSPS-Progress subscale. Students exhibiting bigger differences in
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their pre-test/post-test DRA reading levels would also report greater perceived progress 
in reading as measured by RSPS-Progress.
The findings are inconsistent with those o f other studies examining the changes 
in reading ability of students participating in the SFA instructional program in reading 
as compared to students participating in other reading programs (Slavin, et al., 1994). 
With respect to the relationship between student achievement in reading as measured 
by the change in DRA scores and student self-efficacy toward reading as measured by 
the RSPS, results are also inconsistent with previous research (Shell, Colvin, &
Bruning, 1995).
Several factors may have contributed to the findings. First, the DRA is an 
individually administered performance-based reading assessment that measures a 
student's reading level based on a combination of two factors: student accuracy in oral 
reading and accuracy in comprehension question responses. In contrast, norm- 
referenced standardized tests such as the California Achievement Test and the Iowa 
Test o f Basic Skills measure reading achievement by compiling student performance on 
a series of subtests representing specific component skills utilized in the reading 
process (vocabulary, comprehension, grammar, use o f  context, etc.). The less “task- 
specific” nature o f the DRA may be simply too broad to detect significant changes in 
students’ abilities in subskills utilized in the reading process.
In addition, the DRA is administered individually to each student by the 
classroom teacher. While all teachers receive training and explicit instruction in
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administration of the DRA, the overall process lacks the rigorous test security and 
consistent environment required during the administration o f  standardized instruments.
This study utilized DRA pre-test/post-test data provided by the schools. 
Additional studies may want to standardize DRA administration procedures through the 
use o f a consistent environment combined with administration by a single examiner or a 
small cohort o f examiners. In addition, to confirm that the relationship between 
measures o f student self-efficacy toward reading as measured by the RSPS and student 
achievement in reading are consistent with previous studies, future studies may wish to 
use student standardized test scores to establish and explore this relationship.
Students’ Personal Perceptions of the Learning Environment
Students’ personal perceptions o f the learning environment were examined in 
the study. Specifically, the existence o f statistically significant differences in students’ 
personal perceptions of the learning environment across instructional programs and 
grade levels were explored.
Based upon the analyses completed using the MCI-SPF data, the following 
findings were realized.
1) Students with high subscale scores on MCI-SPF Satisfaction and MCI-SPF 
Difficulty subscales were more likely to be members o f the language-based 
instructional program.
2) The relationship between students’ personal perceptions o f the learning 
environment as measured by the MCI-SPF and student reading self-efficacy as 
measured by the RSPS is weak. The relationship manifests itself as positive relationship
98
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
between the MCI-SPF Satisfaction subscale and the RSPS-Physiological State subscale, 
and as a negative relationship between the MCI-SPF Difficulty subscale and the RSPS- 
Physiological State subscale.
3) Grade 2 students subscale scores were more positive in their personal 
perceptions of the learning environment than were subscale scores for students in 
grades 3 and 4.
The findings are consistent with those of other studies examining grade level 
differences in students’ personal perceptions o f the learning environment (Eccles et al., 
1993; Marshall & Weinstein, 1984; Rosenholtz & Simpson, 1984).
Several factors may have contributed to the findings. First, instrumentation 
design issues may have contributed to the failure of the data to meet the assumptions 
required for hypothesis testing and for the weak relationship to reading self-efficacy as 
measured by the RSPS. Second, developmental factors suggested by previous research 
may explain the more positive description o f the learning environment by grade 2 
students
Methodological and Research Design Issues
A variety o f methodological and design concerns emerged during the course of 
this study that might be addressed in future studies. All basic self-efficacy and learning 
environment data collected in the study was self-report. As with all such procedures, 
concerns arise about the contaminating impact of halo effects, social desirability of 
responses, and so on. The results o f analyses completed in this study and instrument 
reliabilities, especially those focusing on students’ personal perceptions o f the learning
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environment, suggest that student self-report data, alone, may not be dependable. Future 
studies may use other methods and design elements to further enrich our understanding 
of the variables explored in this study. The use o f qualitative data collection methods 
subsequent to quantitative analyses may have enhanced interpretation of the linkages 
among the independent and dependent variables.
The independent variable, instructional program in reading, was not 
manipulated and the study was limited to two participating schools (SFA, language- 
based). Therefore, differences in student reading self-efficacy and in student personal 
perceptions o f the learning environment identified in this study may be characteristic of 
only these schools or may be the result of school culture or influences acting as 
independent variables. Subsequent studies may wish to utilize a larger number of 
participating SFA and language-based schools to ascertain if the findings of this study 
will be replicated in students across SFA and language-based schools.
Analytical issues limited the interpretation o f learning environment data. The 
failure o f the MCI-SPF data to meet assumptions required for parametric hypothesis 
testing resulted in the inability to ascertain the significance o f any mean differences 
detected in the data. Further refinement of the MCI-SPF instrument may eliminate this 
problem in future studies.
Summary
Chapter 5 presented a summary of major findings from the results of the study, 
methodological and research design issues, and implications for future research.
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This study was designed in response to recent literature focusing on the nature 
of the self-efficacy and perceptual learning environment constructs and their 
relationship or impact on student achievement (Henk & Melnick:, 1998, 1995; Schunk, 
1998, 1989, 1985, 1983; Schunk & Rice,1987; Schunk & Swartz, 1993; Shell, Colvin, 
& Bruning, 1995). The study is innovative in its attempt to examine differences in 
students’ reading self-efficacy and students’ personal perceptions of the learning 
environment across instructional programs. In addition, the study explores the 
relationship between students’ personal perceptions o f the learning environment as 
measured by the MCI-SPF and student reading self-efficacy as measured by the RSPS.
Findings o f this study are generally consistent with the findings o f  the recent 
studies indicating that student self-efficacy is task-specific and that individuals use a 
variety of sources o f efficacy information (Henk & Melnick, 1998, 1995; Schunk, 1998, 
1989, 1985, 1983; Schunk & Rice,1987; Schunk & Swartz, 1993; Shell, Colvin, & 
Bruning, 1995). The theoretical self-efficacy model as currently conceptualized is 
represented in the findings of this study. This repeated pattern of findings across 
instructional programs suggests that specific components present within an 
instructional program in reading may exert a certain degree of influence on student self- 
efficacy toward reading. The findings suggest the need for additional research to 
identify which components of instructional programs are most instrumental in 
contributing to the formation of high reading self-efficacy and positive perceptions o f 
the learning environment.
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In addition, findings are consistent also with those of other studies with respect 
to grade level differences in self-report data obtained from young children (Eccles et 
al., 1993; Fisher & Fraser, 1991; Marshall & Weinstein, 1984; Rosenholtz & Simpson, 
1984). However, findings o f the study were inconsistent with results of other studies in 
that no significant changes in students’ reading levels were detected between students 
participating in the SFA and language-based instructional programs in reading.
The results o f  this study have implications for practice, as well. Classroom 
teachers are often inconsistent or even negative in the feedback that they give to 
students within the classroom. The importance o f social feedback in the formation o f 
student self-efficacy cannot be ignored. Classroom teachers must become more 
consistent in their use o f feedback and model the use o f positive feedback for students. 
The result may be enhanced student reading self-efficacy and a classroom learning 
environment in which learning is maximized.
The relationship between perceived difficulty and negative feelings about one’s 
physiological state also has ramifications for the classroom. This finding points to the 
importance o f teaching students on their instructional level. From the findings 
presented in this study, one can easily understand how a student presented with material 
at his or her frustration level could experience uncomfortable physiological feelings in 
response to the stress o f  “performance” pressure. A result o f these feelings would likely 
be a negative perception o f the learning environment. This combination o f factors 
could easily manifest itself as a dislike for reading which would then impact student 
achievement.
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APPENDIX A:
INSTRUMENT SET USED FOR DATA COLLECTION 
AND ITEM LOCATION INDICES FOR ORIGINAL SUBSCALES 
OF THE RSPS AND MCI-SPF
112
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
READER SELF-PERCEPTION SCALE
Listed below are statements about reading. Please read each statement carefully. Then 
circle the letters that show how much you agree or disagree with the statement. Use the 
following:
SA -  Strongly Agree 
A = Agree 
U = Undecided 
D = Disagree 
SD = Strongly Disagree
Example: I think pizza with pepperoni is the best SA A UD SD
If you are realty positive  that pepperoni pizza is best, circle SA (strongly agree).
If you think that it is good but maybe not great, circle A (agree).
If you can’t decide whether or not it is best, circle U (undecided).
If you think that pepperoni pizza is not all that good, circle D (disagree).
If you are realty positive  that pepperoni pizza is not very good, circle SD (strongly 
disagree).
1. I think that I am a good reader.' SA A UD SD
2. I can tell that my teacher likes to listen 
to me read. SA A UD SD
->j . My teacher thinks that my reading is fine. SA A UD SD
4. I read faster than other kids. SA A UD SD
5. I like to read aloud. SA A UD SD
6. When I read, I can figure out words better 
than other kids. SA A UD SD
7. My classmates think that I read pretty well. SA A UD SD
8. I feel good inside when I read. SA A UD SD
9. My classmates think that I read pretty well. SA A UD SD
10. When I read, I don’t have to try as hard as 
I used to. SA A UD SD
11. I seem to know more words than other kids 
when I read.
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12. People in my family think I am a good reader. SA A UD SD
13. I am getting better at reading. SA A UD SD
12. I understand what I read as well as other kids do. SA A UD SD
13. When I read, I need less help than I used to. SA A UD SD
14. Reading makes me feel happy inside. SA A UD SD
15. My teacher thinks that I am a good reader. SA A UD SD
16. Reading is easier for me than it used to be. SA A UD SD
19. I read faster than I could before. SA A UD SD
20. I read better than other kids in my class. SA A UD SD
21. I feel calm when I read. SA A UD SD
22. I read more than other kids. SA A UD SD
23. I understand whet I read better than I could before. SA A UD SD
24. I can figure out words better than I could before. SA A UD SD
25. I feel comfortable when I read. SA A UD SD
26. I think reading is relaxing. SA A UD SD
27. I read better now than I could before. SA A UD SD
28. When I read, I recognize more words than 
I used to. SA A UD SD
29. Reading makes me feel good. SA A UD SD
30. Other kids think that I am a good reader. SA A UD SD
31. People in my family think I read pretty well. SA A UD SD
32. I enjoy reading. SA A UD SD
33. People in my family like to listen to me read. SA A UD SD
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
My Class Inventory - Short Personal Form
Circle “Yes” if  you AGREE with the sentence.
Circle “No” if you DON’T AGREE with the sentence.
Yes No 1. I enjoy the schoolwork in my reading class.
Yes No 2. I am always fighting with other children in my reading class.
Yes No 3. I often race with other children to see who can finish first.
Yes No 4. The work in my reading class is hard for me to do.
Yes No 5. I am friends with everybody in my reading class.
Yes No 6. I am not happy in my reading class. (r)
Yes No 7. Some of the children in my reading class are mean to me.
Yes No 8. I want my work in reading to be better than my friends’ work.
Yes No 9. I can do my schoolwork in reading without help. (r)
Yes No 10. I am not friends with some people in my reading class. (r)
Yes No 11. 1 like my reading class.
Yes No 12. I fight with many children in my reading class.
Yes No 13. I feel bad when I don’t do as well as the others in my reading
Yes No 14.
class.
Only the smart students can do the work in my reading class.
Yes No 15. All of the students in my reading class are my close friends.
Yes No 16. I don’t like my reading class. (r)
Yes No 17. I always want to have my own way.
Yes No 18. I always try to do my work in reading better than the other
Yes No 19.
students.
My schoolwork in reading is hard to do.
Yes No 20. I like all o f the students in my reading class and they like me.
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Yes No 21. My reading class is fun.
Yes No 22. I fight a lot with children in my reading class.
Yes No 23. A few children in my reading class want to be first ail o f the 
time.
Yes No 24. I know how to do my work in reading class. (r)
Yes No 25. In my reading class, the children like each other as friends.
Yes No 26. I am quiet in reading class most o f the time.
Yes No 27. The reading teacher spends very little time just being friends with 
me. (r)
Yes No 28. I fool around a lot in my reading class. (r)
Yes No 29. My reading teacher is interested in how I think and feel.
Yes No 30. I am often very noisy in my reading class. (r)
Yes No 31. The reading teacher is more like a friend to me than a person in 
charge.
Yes No 32. Reading classwork is usually clear, so I know what to do.
Yes No 33. My reading teacher finds out what I want to leam about.
Yes No 34. I often interrupt my reading teacher when he/she is talking, (r)
Yes No 35. The reading teacher tries hard to help me.
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Table A.1
Item Location Index for the Original Subscales o f the RSPS
Instrument/Subscale Item Number
RSPS-General Perception (1)‘ 1
RSPS-Progress (9) 10, 13, 15, 18, 19,23, 24,
27, 28
RSPS-Observational Comparison (6) 4, 6, 11, 14, 20, 22
RSPS-Social Feedback (9) 2, 3, 7, 9, 12, 17,30,31,33
RSPS-Physiological States (8) 5,8, 16,21,25, 26,29, 32
Instrument Item Total 33
“Number of items on subscale
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Table A.2
Item Location Index for the Original Subscales of the MCI-SPF
Instrument/Subscale Item Number
MCI-SPF Satisfaction^ )* 1,6, 11, 16,21
MCI-SPF Friction (5) 2, 7, 12, 17, 22
MCI-SPF Competitiveness (5) 3, 8, 13,18, 23
MCI-SPF Difficulty (5) 4, 9, 14, 19, 24
MCI-SPF Cohesiveness (5) 5, 10, 15, 20, 25
Instrument Item Total 25
“Number of items on subscale
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APPENDIX B:
ITEM LOCATION INDICES FOR FACTORED SUBSCALES 
OF THE RSPS AND MCI-SPF
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Table B.l
Item Location Index for the Factored Subscales o f  the RSPS
Instrument/Subscale Item Number
RSPS-General Perception (1)“ 1
RSPS-Progress (8) 10, 13, 15, 18, 23,24,27,28
RSPS-Observational Comparison (6) 4 ,6 , 11, 14,20, 22
RSPS-Social Feedback (9) 2,3 , 7 ,9 , 12,17, 30,31,33
RSPS-PhysioIogical States (8) 5, 8, 16,21,25, 26, 29, 32
Instrument Item Total 32
“Number of items on subscale
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Table B.2
Item Location Index for the Factored Subscales of the MCI-SPF
Instrument/Subscale Item Number
MCI-SPF Satisfaction(3)* 1,11,21
MCI-SPF Friction (3) 2, 12, 22
MCI-SPF Competitiveness (2) 8 ,18
MCI-SPF Difficulty (2) 4, 19
MCI-SPF Cohesiveness (4) 5, 15, 20, 25
Instrument Item Total 14
“Number of items on subscale
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APPENDIX C: 
DESCRIPTIVE STATISTICAL TABLES
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T a b le d .
Demographic Characteristics o f Participating Schools (n=2)
Characteristic SFA Language-based
Size” 326 338
SESb 91.1 89.6
SADAC 94.6 94.7
LEAP Language Arts 84.0 81.0
Reading Level Evaluation
Grade 2 - Below Level 81.0 75.0
On Level 3.0 16.0
Above Level 15.0 9.0
Grade 3 - Below Level 66.0 65.0
On Level 22.0 35.0
Above Level 12.0 0.0
Use ofCCCLab 30 min/day 30 min/day
Instrument Item Total 25
“expressed as the mean number of students enrolled
Expressed as a mean percentage o f students on free/reduced lunch programs 
‘expressed as a mean percentage o f average daily attendance
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Table C.2.
Profile o f Sample bv Characteristics o f Students (n=209)
Characteristic SFA Language-based
Gender
Female 55 58
Male 49 47
Ethnicity
Black 99 94
White 5 8
Hispanic 0 1
Asian 0 2
Other 0 0
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APPENDIX D:
DESCRIPTIVE STATISTICAL RESULTS FOR INSTRUMENT ITEMS
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Table D.l
Summary of Descriptive Statistics for Each Item and Total Instrument o f the Factored
RSPS for Students in All School (n=209V
Item Mb SD
1 4.53 .78
2 4.35 .98
3 4.18 .99
4 3.44 1.31
5 3.86 1.39
6 3.65 1.21
7 4.00 1.09
8 4.49 .92
9 3.89 1.10
10 4.04 1.21
11 3.57 1.27
12 4.59 .92
13 4.61 .82
14 4.05 1.05
15 4.33 1.03
16 4.46 .99
17 4.33 .95
18 4.47 .90
20 3.57 1.26
21 4.22 1.08
22 3.71 1.30
23 4.38 1.07
24 4.46 .94
25 4.26 1.12
26 4.08 1.24
27 4.47 .97
28 4.44 1.01
29 4.36 .98
30 3.77 1.23
31 4.50 .97
32 4.39 1.06
33 4.37 1.08
dum ber of valid cases with no missing values
bItem scores on the RSPS range from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree). High 
scores reflect high self-efficacy as it pertains to reading.
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Table D.2
Summary of Descriptive Statistics for Each Item and Total Instrument of the Factored
MCI-SPF for Students in All School (n=209T
Item Mb SD
1 .82 .58
2 -.73 .68
4 -.60 .80
5 .35 .94
8 .33 .95
11 .61 .80
12 -.74 .67
15 -.11 1.00
18 .34 .94
19 -.58 .82
20 .13 1.00
21 .69 .72
22 -.60 .80
25 .17 .99
dum ber o f valid cases with no missing values
bItem scores on the MCI-SPF range from +1 (Yes) to -1 (No). More positive subscale 
scores indicate higher levels o f the particular dimension o f the learning environment.
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